City of Santa Cruz
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM / INITIAL STUDY

I. Background

1. Application No: CP190122
2. Project Title: 2035 North PacifiévenueOffice/Residential Building

3. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Santa Cruz
809 Center Street, Room 10
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

4, Contact Person and Phone Number:  Clara Stangei831420-5247
CStanger@cityofsantacruz.com

5.  Project Location: 2035 North PacifiiAPN006-361-24) in the City of Santa Cruz; see
Figurel.

6. SURMHFW $SSOLFDQWYYV 6SRQVRUYYV 1DPH DQG $GGUHVYV
Peter Bagnall
125 Mission Street, #4, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
OWNER2035 North Pacific Avenue LLC, Santa Cruz, CA 95060

7.  General Plan Designation: RVCt Regional Visitor Commercial
8.  Zoning: CBDt Central Business District

9. Background -CEQA Environmental Review : An Initial Study (IS) and Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) were prepared and circulated for -da30public review
period from April 12 21 through May 11, 2021, and the public review period was
extended to June 21, 202Comments were received fromne public agency(California
Department of Toxic Substances Con{ldoT SC]) antivo private companies (PG&&nd
Chevron. Generally, the comments received on thely 2021S/MND addressed:

x Site RemediationRemediation of the site haBeen completed that is sufficient to
accommodate the current use of the propergnd the proposed project would require
a second remediation taccommodate the projecAdditional information is needed in
the project descriptn as to how site remediation efforts would be conductetth an
analysis of impacts of remediation

x Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas EmissiGusicerns were raised regarding emissions
during excavatiorand site remediationincluding odors. DTSC asked that the potential
presence of naphthalene in thenderground formerconcrete gas holder foundation be
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considered as naphthalene could create an odor nuisance upon removal of the
foundation and associated hazardous materials.

x Geology and SoilsConcerns were raised regarding the conclusion of impact significance and
how the subsurface concrete, former gas holder foundation would be removed and whether
it would affect stability of the adjacent steep slopgsd commercial building

x Hazards and Hazardous Material$ie hazards section conclusion that the potential release
of hazardous materials is a potentially significant impact was appropriate, however, the
section should include a requirement for the applicant to enter into arclpaagreement
with the DTSC for remediation. The activities of the second remediation that would be
necessary to construct the project and associated impacts (e.g., traffic, air and noise impacts
associated with the excavation and offsite disposal of comtated soils) should be
addressed in the IS/MND.

In addition, since circulation of the IS/IMND in 2021, the City revised and updated its slope
modification permit requirements and adopted the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP), which is an update the adopted 2015 UWMP that was referenced in the 2021
IS/IMND.In addition, AMBAG adopted a new Regional Growth Forecast in June 2022.

The IS/MND for the proposed project has been revised to provide expanded analyses in response
to public commentsas wel as tochangeso adopted Cityand regional fans and regulations

New text and/or expanded analyses have been provided in the document, including the Section
I-Background and Project Description and some topics in Section VI, inchebtitetics,air

guality, geology and sojlgreenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous mattmals)se,

noise population and housingdribal cultural resourcegqjtilities and cumulative impacts.

This revised IS/MND also is being recirculated for public revieixcamment due revised text
and new potentially significant impaxtelated toair quality (odors)gedogic hazardand noise
(vibration) State CEQA Guidelines Section 1507%@d&uires a lead agency to recirculate a
negative declaration when the documemtust be substantially revised after public notice of its
A Jo ]0]3C Z » % E A]}u.oC v PJA vU ps % E]J}E 8} ]8 }% 3]}V,
1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project
revisions musbe added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project
revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures
or revisions must be required.

Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances:

1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to
Section 15074.1.

2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the
%0 E } i effefts identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new
avoidable significant effects.

3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative
declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do not create significant
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environmental effects and are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant
effect.

4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies,
amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaratio

All potentially significant impacts can be mitigated to a {ssn-significant level with the
mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. Under these conditions, a MND may be
prepared pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines section 1507MheFuxre, the Initial

Study did not identify significant effects that would require preparation of an EIR as outlined
in the State CEQA Guidelines section 15065. Potentially significant impacts can be mitigated
to a lessthan-significant level and have beegreed to by the City, in which case an EIR
need not be prepared solely because without mitigation, an environmental effect would be
significant (State CEQA Guidelines section 15065(b)(1)).

10. Description of the Project: Theproposed project consists ofl2esign Permit an8lope
DevelopmentPermitto construct a 38,880 square foot, mixede building that includes
3,777 square feet of ground floor office space and 26 residential apartment units within 10
feet of a 30 percenslope and a Variance to sidewalk width. This project involves removal
of one heritage tree. The proposed project includes demolition of an existing building and
the construction of a thresstory structure with an underground parking garage with 30
parkingspaces. The new building includes office spam# 10parkingspaces in theparking
garageonthe first floor and residential units on the second and third floors. The residential
units include 4 studio units, approximately 435 square feet in size anch@&bedroom
units, approximately 609741 square feet in size. The projautiudes an apartment/office
building lobby and indoor stacking bike storagEhe proposed site plan and location of
units is shown oifrigure 2Access to the site is currently pided via North Pacific Avenue,
south of River Street.

Site RemediationThe project will require site remediation due to presence of hazardous
materials associated withfarmer Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Santa Cruz Manufactured
Gas Plant (MGP), which operated on the project site and adjacent properties from 1867
until 1930. Historical operations of this MGP have resulted in soil, soil gas and groundwater
contamination; the site has previously been partially remediated and capped with a land
use covenant planned to accommodate the existing uses on the site as furthessiscin
section VI1.9. As the project includes excavation and disturbance of the capped impacted
soils, such excavation is considered by DTSC as a second remedial action

Prior to conducting any onsite remediation activities, the owner of the project site must
enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) with DTSC. Once the VCA is established,
the DTSC will lead the owner of the project site through the remediation gsocdehis may
include a supplemental remedial investigation to further identify the lateral and vertical
extent of residual contamination at the project site. The remedial investigation report
would include an updated human health risk assessment. Thass#ssment would be

used to determine cleanp levels that are necessary to make the project site suitable to
accommodate the proposed uses.
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A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) will be prepared to specify the remedial goals and actions that
would be undertakerbased on the extent of residual contaminants found within the soil
and the subsurface former gas tank foundation. Subsequent to site remediation activities,
a Remedial Action Completion Report (RACR) will be prepared to discuss construction
oversight and ise cleanup activities.

Soil remediation and removal would occsimultaneously with theproject grading and
excavation Excavation is required to construct the proposed underground parking garage.
The area of excavation is approximately 9,900 sqdeee and the estimatd volume of
excavated soil and material is approximately 4,200 cubic yardsAltyhaterialwould be
removed daily from the site as it is excavateahd it is expected that ivould takefour
months to remove the contaminated soil and the remaina sfib-surface tank foundation.

According to information provided by the applicant, the following steps would be taken to
remove/remediate contaminated soils once all approvals have been recdroed DTSC.

1. Demolition of existing buildingusface demolition and asphalt removal.
2. Remowaland relocaion of utilities.

3. Instalktion ofbeam and lagging shoring.

4

Remoal (excavaibn) of soil to approximately 4o 5- feet below ground surface (bgs)
around theformer gasholder tank.

5. Removal of materials in the tank and dewatering as specified in the project RAP and
geotechnical reports.

6. Breakthe top 4-5 feet oftank foundationwith an excavator buckewith a hammer
attachmentor aconcrete wall saw.

7. Pump any water from thgas tank foundatiomto baker tanks. Water will be sampled
and classifiedo determine whether discharge can be matte $Z ] senjitary
sewer systenor hauled to aroff-site wastewatetreatment or disposafacility.

8. Add shoring, oveexcavate another-% feet bgsand continue excavation as in steps
5and 6

9. Add shoring, oveexcavate another-% feet bgsand continue excavation as in steps
5-6 to the bottom of theformer gasholder tank

The RAP will specify the details of the proposed soil removal action, including required
permitting, utility clearance, equipment, staging and methods, soil and groundwater testing
that would be required for wste characterization, environmental controls, and measures to
ensure construction worker and public safety. Generally, subsurface soil and groundwater (if
encountered) sampling would be conducted prior to any soil removal in order to classify
soil/groundvater for appropriate waste disposal/recycling. Samples would be collected from
between the surface to approximately 13 feet bgs, which is below the bottom of the proposed
subterranean parking loDuring the site subsurface work, hazardous material mamgpfor

the safety of the workers and the public would be implemented
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11. Other public agencies whose approval is required:
x California Department of Toxic Substance Confftle project applicant would be
requiredto enter into a cleanup agreement with DTSC. The DTSC would then oversee
and approve the site Remedial Action Plan and remediation activities

12. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area reques ted consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? Ne Yes however the request for notification and consultation was
received after the project application was deemed compiet2021.

[I.  Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The0.35acre project sitas locatedon the west side of North Pacific Avenue, approximatdi§feet
south of River Streetnd approximately 300 feet north of Mission StreEtie project site is bordered
by North Pacific Avenue on the east, commerciat&glepment on the north and south, and a steep
slope on the westThe San Lorenzo River is located approximate/feetnortheast of the project
site.

Theproject site is primarily flat witiground surfacelevationsangngfrom about 20 to 22 feet abav

mean sea level (MSL) in the parking lot and building areaswéktern edge of the project site
consists of the base of a steeply inclined slope that ascends to Santa Cruz Mission State Historic Park;
the elevation of the top of the slope to the west tife site is about 85 feet MSIThe project site is
developedwith an existingapproximatedy 3,700 square foot, singlstory commercial building and
parking lot

The project area is surrounded primarily by commercial buildings except a multi-family
residential commercialmixeduseproject is located east of the project sita the southeastcorner

of the River StredgiNorth Pacific Avenuéntersection and a mixeeused commercial/residential
project is located to the south of the projesite. Singlefamily residencesare located west and
upslope from the project site along Adobe Street and School Jdree Santa Cruz Mission aHdly
Cross Churchlso are located west gbroposed siteSanta Cruz Mission State Historic Park and Holy
Cross Grammar School are located approximately 0.05 miles andntllé8 west of the site
respectively

As previously indicated, the project will require site remediation due to presence of hazardous
materials associated with 'ormer PG&BVIGP, which perated on the project site and adjacent
properties from 1867 until 1930. Historical operations of this MGP have resulted in soil, soil gas and
groundwater contamination; the site has previously been partially remediated cappedto
accommodate the existg uses on the site as further discussed in section ¥Xlf@undation to a
former manufactured gas tank is found underground in the northern portion of the project site
beneath an existing parking Idthe original gas holder system consisted of an apauend structure

that was used for the storage of manufactured gas as shown in the foreground (bottom IEfgwot

3, whichshows a historic photo of the project site with MGP facilities, includinddimaer gas tank.
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FIGURE 1: Vicinity Location

VICINITY MAP

SCALE: NT2.
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FIGURE 2: Proposed Site Plan
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FIGURE 3: Historic Photo of the MGP at 2035 North Pacific Avenue

SOURCH:erra Pacific Group 2043
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[1l. Environmental Checklist

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected by the Project: The environmental factors checked
below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact thaFstantially
Significant Impactas indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics Agricultural and Forestry v Air Quality
Resources
v Biological Resources 4 Cultural Resources Energy
4 Geology / Soils Greenhouse Gas Emissio| Vv Hazar_ds and Hazardous
Materials
Hydrology / Water Quality| v Land Use / Planning Mineral Resources
v Noise Population / Housing Public Services
Recreation Transportation Tribal CulturaResources
v Utilities / Service Systems Wildfire Mlan(_jlatory Findings of
Significance

A.

Instructions to Environmental Checklist

A brief explanation is required (s&ectionVI, Exfanation of Environmental Checklist Responses
for all answers exceptNo Impat answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each quésti®iSectioV, References

and Data Source Ljsdttached) A ‘No Impact answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved
(e.g., the project fallputside a fault rupture zoneA ‘No Impact answer should be explained
where it is based on projedpecific factors as well as genestdndards (e.qg., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a pregpecific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, includingiteffas well as osite,
cumulative as well asrpject-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
A13Z u]8]P 3]}vU }E 0 *+ 8Z v «]PV](]vEvEX% WS} S w3 ]% BCE Y PE](B ] (
substantial evidence that any effect may be significant. If there are one or rMRweentially

Significant Impact v3@&] « AZ v $Ztioni$ ntBde] an EIR is required.

"E P §]A 0 E SI}IVW >]eevIZt]EZNIPMKP S]}v /v JE%}IE § _ %o %
]Jv JE%}E S]}v }( u]S]P S]}vu suE « Z « E v (( § (E}u "W}S
§} ~> ee dZ v M"NPV](] VS /u% SX_dZ o Pv C upes =« E] §Z

briefly explan how they reduce the effect to a lefisan-significant level.
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5. Earlier Analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
one or more effects have been adequately analyzed in an edlie or negative declaration
Section 15063(c)(3)(O) this case a discussion should identify the following on attached sheets:
a) Earlier Analysis useltlentify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts adequately addressedentify which effectdrom the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation measures. For effects that are tess than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated,_describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address-sftecific conditions for the
project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general planenmg ordinancesReference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, where appropriate, includeeference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated.

7. SQupporting Information SourcesA source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. The explanation of each iss should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluation each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

B. Use of Earlier Analyses

In analyzing the proposed project, the City may consider whether existing environmental documents
already provide an adequate analysis of potential environmental impacts. An earlier analysis may be
used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or otBatifornia Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) provisions, if it can be determined that one or more effects have been adequately analyzed
in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c)(3)(D)).

The preparation of this Inal Study has drawn from analyses contained in @ity of Santa Cruz
General Plan 2030 E(Rpril 2012), which includes the Draft EIR volume (September 2011) and the
Final EIR volume (April 2012). The Santa Cruz City Council certified the EIR and addpézetial
Plan2030}v :pv 10U 1iitX dZ '"v E o Wo v /Z ] "% E}PE u_ [/Z % E %o
Guidelines section 15168, which reviewed environmental impacts associated with future

A 0}%u v3 v plo }us Al8Z]v 37 & Quldsbe acedmrRodaied bysthe
General Plan. A program EIR can be used for subsequent projects implemented within the scope of
the program/plan and where the project is consistent with the general plan and zoning of the city or
county in which the projecis located. Typically, sk@% ](] Ju% 3¢ }E v A Ju% 35 3Z &
addressed in the program EIR would be evaluated in an Initial Study, leading to preparation of a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR:sBédeific mitigationmeasures
included in the General Plan EIR also would be a part of future development projects, and
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supplemented, as may be necessary with specific mitigation measures identified in the
subsequent environmental review process.

The General Plan EIR/@wed all of the topics included on the Appendix G environmental checklist

in the State CEQA Guidelines. Specific future development of the project site was not noted or
evaluated in theGeneral Plan 203BIR, and there were no sitgecific impacts ideified for the

project site. However, as part of the overall estimated buildout, the EIR consideredruction of

new housing units and neresidential uses in the City with an estimatéelelopmentof 3,350 new

residential units throughout the City bydtyear 2030 with an associated population increase of 8,040
residents §OURCE VBEIR volume X ~]v  1i1i6U §Z '"v E o Wo v /Z ™ e« o0]v _ C «
2,200 residential units have been constructed or approved throughout the City. Thuprtpesd

project with 26 residential unitsvould be within the buildout anticipated and evaluated in the

General Plan 2030 EIR and would be within the time period covered by the EIR.

In accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, this Initial StupyB B'sS] €& _ (E&}u $Z
General Plan 2030/zX ~d] EG]JvP_ & ( E* S} pe]JvP v oCe « }( P v E o0 u 88 &
plan with later environmental analyses for development projects, concentrating solely on the issues
specific to the later projeciThis approach is in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15152,
which encourages lead agencies to use an EIR prepared for a general plan or other program or
ordinance, when the later project is pursuant to or consistent with the program or plaa.Initial
Study tiers from thé&Seneral Plan 203BIR for the following topics:

X Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Population and Housing,
Public Services,
Recreation, and

Utilities, except for water supply.

X X X X

TheGeneral Plan2030/Z ]+ }v (Jo & $Z ]3C[* Wo vv]vP v }uupv]3C A o}¢
809 Center Street, Room 101, Santa Cruz.Qéeeral Plan 203BIR is also available for review on

§Z 18C }( ~v8 @Eul Wo vv]JvP % ESu vs[s A ]88 3W
https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/government/citgepartments/planningand-community
development/longrangepolicy-planning/generablan.
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Potentially
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

1. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, w ould the

project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic v
vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to trees, rock v

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of publi
views of the site and its surroundings? (Publig
views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point.) If the proje
is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with appli@ble zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or gla
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 4
views in the area?

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional mo del to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Departmentof F RUHVWU\ DQG )LUH 3URWHFWLR(
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement Methodology provided
in Forest Protocols adopted by the Ca lifornia Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, o
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to t v
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program o
the CaliforniaResources Agency, to non
agricultural use? (V.XDEIR volume)

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural us
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as definedRublic
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberlan
(as defined by Public Resources Code sectior| v
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion
forest land to norforest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland v
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to nonforest use?

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with orobstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is norattainment under an 4
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standad?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

d) Resultin other emissions (such as those lead
to odors adversely affecting a substantial 4
number of people?

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either dired
or through habitat modifications, on any speci
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, polici v
or regulations, or by the California Depaent
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans
policies, regulations or by th@alifornia
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish g
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but ng
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) v
through direct removal, fiing, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

d) Interfere substantially withthe movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or v
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 4
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communit
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state haltat conservation plan?

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant { 4
in Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource v
pursuant toSection15064.5?

c) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

6. ENERGY. Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resource
during project construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan fq
renewableenergy or energy efficiency?

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substant
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injy
or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map v
issued by the State Geologist for the are|
or based on other substantial evidence @
a known fault? Refer to Division of Ming
and Geology Special Publication 421a(
V.1bDEIR/olume)
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than N
L . . (0]
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismigelated ground failure, including v
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of v
topsoil?

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in 4
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in T3
18-1-B of theUniform Building Code (1994), v
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to li
or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative v
wastewater disposal systems where sewers a
not available for the disposal of wastewater?

f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique v
geologic feature?

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significa v
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for theurpose of reducing v
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, 4
use, or disposal of hazardousaterials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the v
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardo
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, @ v
waste within % miles of an existing or propose
school?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

d) Be located on a site which is included a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 4
result, would it create a significant hazard to t
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land usé
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport of
public use airport, would the project result in g
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfer
with an adopted emergency response plan or 4
emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures to a significant ris
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including wherewildlands are adjacent to v
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede v
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage patte
of the site or area, including through th
alteration of the course of a stream or river
through the addition of impervious surfaces, v
a manner which would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site;

i)  Substantially increase the rate or amour
of surface runoff in a manner which wou
result in flooding onor off-site; or
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

iii) Create or contribute runoffvater which
would exceed the capacity of existing
planned storm water drainage systems v
provide substantial additional sources
polluted runoff,

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable 4
groundwater management plan?

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? v

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or v
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating anenvironmental effect?

12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the v
region and the residents of the state?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plg
or other land use plan?

13. NOISE: Would the project:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standarg v
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Resultin exposure of persons togegneration
of excessive ground borne vibration or groung 4
borne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, with
two miles of a public airpt or public use v
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, eithedirectly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 4
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing peof
or housing, necessitating the construction of v
replacement housing elsewhere?

15. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental
facilities or need for new or physical altered
governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable servi
ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fireprotection? v
b) Police protection? v
C) Schools? v
d) Parks? v

v

e)  Other public facilities?

16. RECREATION. Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood an
regional parks or other recreational facilities v
such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the
construction @ expansion of recreational v
facilities which might have an adverse physica
effect on the environment?

17. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
includingtransit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

b)  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 4
subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a desig
feature (forexample, sharp curves or dangero
intersections) or incompatible uses (for
example, farm equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 4

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code sectig
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms g
the sizeand scope of the landscape, sacred place,
object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in
discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria g 4
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Cq
Section 5024.1, #hlead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded wates
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage
electric power, natural gas, or v
telecommunications facilities, the construction
or which could cause significant environmentg
effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to ser
the project and reasonably foreseeable future v
development during normal, dry and multiple
dry years?
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Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

¢) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider whiclserves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to

> v
e EA SZ % E}i S[* %E}i S
1311v 8} 8Z % E}A] E[+ £]
commitments?
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or log
standards, or in excess of tisapacity of local v

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and v
regulations related to solid waste?

20. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high
fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response land or emergency evacuation?

b)  Due to slop@revailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant v
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associatednfrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power line
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structuressignificant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding ¢
landslides, as a result of runoff, pefte slope
instability, or drainage changes?

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project:

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade thg
quality of the environment, substantially redug
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal conmunity, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS Potentially Significant Less Than No
) ) Significant Unless Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulas]A oC }ve] E o M ~"*
}ve] & o _u ve §Z S S§Z ]v
effects of a project are considerable when v
viewed in connection with the effects of the
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c) Have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 4
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion of Environmental Checklist

SeeSectionVI, Explanation of Environmental CheckliBesponsegfor discussion.
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V. Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that theproposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environ
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on
environment, there will not be a significaeffect in this case because revisions in

project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment ar
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY A "% }S vS] ooC <]PVv](] VvS ]
*]PVv](] v& pvo e« ul3]P 8 _ Ju% &8 }v 3Z VA]E}vu v§
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal stan
and (2) has been addssed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analys
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is requi
must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could hawe significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adeq
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, an
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earl EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARA]
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed pr
nothing further is required.

A 74
(aro_ sflanal{
- g

- 9/26/22
Clara StangeSeniorPlanner Date
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V. References and Data Source List

Agency Plans an8tudies

1.

City of Santa Cruz General Plan and EIR

a. Adopted June 26, 2012. General Plan 2030 Available online at:
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showdocument?id=71130

b. % @E]o TiiTX "~ ]8C General®Plan@®P&]v o /ZX_ €7 1116111116 ES]|
June 26, 2012. Includes Draft EIRwnent, dated September 2011. Available online at:
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Home/Components/BusinessDirectory/BusinessDirect
ory/102/1775

c. Adopted March 22,2018 "~ ]3C }( ~ v8 (E{ITiG}U3]ViIFA o u vEX _

d :poC 71i6X » HOSUE O Z *}uE - IPE}IUV Z %}ES h% 35 A]S
D %e*U ]3C }( ~vs8 EpulU ~vd Epul }pv3CU o]J(}EV] X_ WE

Other City of @nta Cruz Adopted Plaasid Certified EIRs

a. Adopted August 201&015 Urban Water Management PlaRrepared by City of Santa
Cruz Water Department.

b. October 2017X ~ }Av3}Av Wo v u v u v3e S&H20D7022058 Certified
November 14, 2017. Includes Draft EIR document, dated July 2017. Prepared by Dudek.
Available online at:

c. June 2020. &solution of the City Council of the City of Santa Cruz Adopting the Use of
Vehicle Miles Traveled as the New Transportatioeabure of Environmental Impacts.
June 9, 2020 with Draft SB 743 Implementation Guidelins 27, 2020).

d. Adopted November 20222020 Urban Water Management PlaRrepared by the City of
Santa Cruz, Water Department. Available online at:

https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/government/citgepartments/water/urbanwater-
managemeniplan-2020,

AMBAG.
a. Adopted Jun@022X2022Z P]}v o 'E}ASZ &}E 35X _

b. Adopted June 2018 Monterey Bay 2040 Moving Forward, 2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy.

C. }% 38 tpv (iU 1iidX ~Tiid Z P]}v o "E}ASZ &}E 5 _X

California Department of Conservation.1®) California Important Farmland FinderSanta
CruZonline map]. Accessed on May 26, 2020. Available online at:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/

California Department of Finance. M&022X -5 City/County Population and Housing
*SJu § U ililTiTIiX_ Augustll} 202. Available online at:
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimatesfepopulationrand-housingestimates
for-citiescountiesand-the-state-2020-2022/.
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https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2022/

6. Monterey Bay Air Resources District.

a. Adopted March 15, 20120122015 Air Quality Management PlaAdopted March 15,
2017. Available online at:
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=62318

b. Z Al & Ep EC 71ioU  }% 3 % E]Jo i600X ~u] o]v e (}JE /u'

VA]JE}vu v3 0 Yu 0]3C @&Xat: A Jo o }vo]

https://www.mbard.org/files/50d38962a/Attachment_Guidelindsr-Implementing
CEQA.pdf

c. & Ep ECCHQAXKiIrQuality Guidelinegvailable onhie at:
https://www.mbard.org/files/f665829d1/CEQA full+%281%29.pdf

Project Studies

7. Albion.

a. ™ %S u E IiFihaXCuttural Resource Assessment for 2035 North Paciéoue,
Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County, California.

b. May 2020. * v yu 8} €& Z }o}P] o Z }uu v S8]}ve (}E TiiA E}(
Avenue, Santa Cruz, CaliforniaD C T6U TiTiX

8. Bowman & Williams. 2019. Stoidater Control Plafior 2035 NorthPacific Avenue, Santa Cruz,
California. July 9, 2@1 Revision Datelanuary 23, 2020.

9. MaureenHamh
a. 2019. Arborist Report for 2035 North Pacific Avenue. September 26, 2019.
b. July 13, 202035 N. Pacific: Review/Respond Planning Comments

10. Ninyo &Moore

a. May 1ii06 XGebtechnical Evaluation for 2035 North Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz,
California._

b. March6, TiTiX ~Z A] A }( WE}%o}e E]s t oo Wo veU 1iifi EX W

EplU  o](}JEV] U 6RAI0IX_

c. September23,2020."W}S vS] o /u% SsictigrdReldted ¥{Brations on Adjoining
Properties 2035 North Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CaliforMamorandum.

d. :pv iU TiTiIX_Z *%}ve 3} ]8C }( ~v8 Epl }uu v3e WE} %}
Building, 2035 North Pacific Avenue, Santa Crup,] (}EV] X _

Hazards/Hazardous Materials Reports

11. California Department of Toxic Substance Control.

a. 2009.Use of the Northern and Southern California Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon
Studies in the Manufactured Gas Plant Site Cleanup Prdcdgd., 2009.
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b.

February 2012. California Environmental Quality Act Initial Study and Final Negative
Declaration for Former Santa Cruz Manufactured Gas Plan Remedial Action Plan (RAP).
Accessed August 25, 20Zailable online at:

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.qgov/public/deliverable documents/5070068180/Final%
20PG%26E%20Santa%20z%20Initial%20Study%20rev%20010312.pdf

February 2022. Operation and Maintenance Agreement, Santa Cruz Former MGP Site, 201
221 River Street, 223 River Street, 235 River Street, and 2035 North Pacific Avenue.

May 2021, September 2022. Saga Bhatt, Prdjéahager, Site Mitigation and Restoration
Program. Personal communications.

12.EnviroStor 2020. DTSC online environmental database. Accessed January 25, 2021.
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile report.asp?global id=60000413

13. Terra Pacific Group (TPG)

a.

2012. Final Remedial Action Plan, Former Santa Cruz MGP Site. February 21, 2012.
Prepared for PG&E and Chevron Environmental Management Company.

2013a. Summary of Conditions and Recommendations, Concrete Gas Holder Foundation,
Former Santa Cruz ManufactureGas Plant2035 North Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz
California Letter to Department of Toxic Substances Confebruary 19, 2013.

2013b. 8il Gas Probe Installation and Sampling Report Former Santa Cruz Manufactured
Gas Plant Site. July 25, 201Breparel for PG&E and Chevron Environmental
Management Company.

2016a.Final Remedial Action Completion Report, Former Santa Cruz MGPagite 29,
2016.Prepared for PG&E and Chevron Environmental Management Company.

2016b. Workplan folPostRemediation Monitoring Well Installation and Groundwater
Sampling, Former Santa CruamMifactured Gas Pldgsite. December 21, 201Brepared

for PG&E and Chevron Environmental Management Company.

2019. Spring 2019 Groundwater Monitoring Report, For8eanta Cruz MGP. July 1, 2019.
Prepared for PG&E and Chevron Environmental Management Company.

2022. FiveYear Review Report Former Santa Cruz Manufactured Gas Plan Sig21201
223, and 225 River Street and 2027 and 2035 North Pacific Avenue C3ant&alifornia.

June 15,2022. Prepared for PG&E and Chevron Environmental Management Company.

Initial StudyPreparation

City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Depart(@sta Stangerjn
association with DudekStephanie Strelow, Rydrady (ArchaeologyMatthew Morales (Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas EmissioNg)ple Peacock and Audrélerschberger (Hazardous
Materials)
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VI.

Explanation of Environmental Checklist Responses

Aesthetics

(a) Scenic View3he project site is locateat the north end of Pacific Avenue neRiver Street
in an areacharacterized by a mix gfimarilycommerciabndresidential structures According
8§} u %o A 0}% (}Gererl P38 €J3and included in the General Plan Bt
project site is not withire mappedpanoramic view(SOURCE.b-DEIR Figure 4.3.1 The Town
Clock, south of the project site, and tlioly Cross Church on Mission Hitbrthwest of the
project site are identif] e A"Aleu 0 0 YSQUREH4LDEIR Figure 4.3).1Holy Cross
Church, which isharacterizedy its tall steeple, white exterior and prominent hilltop location,
is the most widelyvisible landmark in Santa Crdhe proposed theestory mixeduse bulding
would not result in impacts to scenic views as none are located in the vicinity of the sibgect
and would not block or affect views of the nearby visual landmark structurégrefore, the
proposedproject, including site remedtion, would havenoimpacton scenic views.

(b) Scenic ResourceBhere are no designated state scehighways or roads within the City.
The project site is not located near a state scdnghway. Thereforeno impactto scenic
resources within a state scertnighway would occut.tus, the project wouldresult innoimpact
on scenigesources

(c) Visual CharactelThe project area is locateabrth of the downtown area in a developed
neighborhood. Building heights and architectural styles are varied and inclue sfory
buildings witha mix ofarchitecturedesigns

dz ]8C }( ~vs @Epl ] v "puE v]l E _ uv E 3§z (Jv]8]}n
Guidelines section 15387. Therefore, per the amended Environmental Checklist question, the

]SC v V}§ *% ](] o0oC }ve] & /A£]+3]vP Alpgtertial Effef os E }E §
it. Nonetheless, this analysis has considered these issues and concludes that the project would
not substantially degradthe existing visual character of the site or its surroundifigie height
and scale of the building is consistent wattmer buildings in the vicinitgnd its height and scale
is less than the residential structure northeast of the project site on thehs@st corner of
North Pacific Avenue and River StreBbe project site does not have existing views along the
ocean or of scenic coastal areas, which must be protected as required finding for a Design
Permit pursuant to Municipal Code section 24.08.430.

dZ % E}i & ]38 ]e o0} 8§ v &z ~E}YESZW J(] & _ }(38Z }Avs
intensified mixeause development is supported. The Plan indicates thaaaimum height of

35 feet (2 floors of commercial, or 1 floor of commercial withadif$ ofresidential above) is

proposed for the North Pacific area. Additional height up to 45 feet (3 floazeramercial, or

1 floor of commercial with 3 floors of residential above) is allowed for propee@ss of North

Pacific Avenue, if visual anaés indicate that views to Mission Hill from the Wes#reet Bridge

are preserved and if additional height is highly articulaté@ws of the project site are block

by an existing thre¢o-four story buildingThe proposed project is consistent with theight
requirementsin the Downtown Plarand would not affect views of Mission Hill as seen from
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the Water Street Bridgas views of the site are blocked by existingldings Therefore,the
project does not conflict with applicable zoning and othegulations governing scenic quality.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code section 21099 provides that aesthetic impacts of a
residential, mixeelse residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit

priority area shall not be caideredto result in significant impacts on the environment,

although design review would still be required pursuant to local City requirements and
regulations.*/v(]oo *]3 _ u ve 0}%5 o} &8 A]J§8Z]v v uE v E §Z §
developed, or a a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or

is separated only by an improved public rigtitway from, parcels that are developed with

<p o](] HE Vv He X N"dE ve]S % E]}E]SC dRalf mile daemajor E Als.
transit stop that is existing or planned. The project qualifies as misedesidential project on

an infill site in a transit priority area (approximately 70 feet from the Santa Cruz Metro Transit
Center on Pacific Avenu€elherefore, the new hree-story building would not substantially

degrade the visual character of the area or conflict with regulations governing scenic quality,
resulting in dessthan-significant impactlt is noted that he proposedbuilding would include

a Spanish tile roof, stucco sidiragtower feature, andlecorative ceramic tile inserts to create

a Spanish Mission aesthetic.

(d) Light and Glaré& he project would not result in introduction of a major new source of light
or ghare, although there would be exteridighting on thenew buildings similar to existing
lightingon other existing buildings in treurrounding areaExteriorlighting would be oriented

SO as to not create ofite glare orlight. Therefore, the project wold have alessthan-
significantimpact related to creation of a new source of substantial light or gl&seerior
building lighting would be further reviewed by City staff as part of the Design Permit review.

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The project site does not contain farmland or grazing land as mapped on the Santa Cruz
Important Farmland Map by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program(SOURCE4). dZ % E&}i S ]S ] Urbéhvarsl Buildp*LandX _
"UEE}uvV JvP o v « &E *]Pv § -h%" h GNefthenhe sitéioas adjacent
landsare *]J]Pv § (}E& PE] HOSUE 0 pe * |Vheprojecs$tgds not zGaed Wo v
TimberlandProduction Therefore, the project wouldot result in the conversion of agricultural

or forest lands to other usemndno impactwould occur

3. Air Quality

(a) Conflict with Air Quality Management Pldn 1991, theMonterey Bay Air Resources
District (MBARD)Rdopted the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay
Region in response to the California Clean Air Act of 1988, which established specific planning
requirements to meet the ozone standards. The California Clean Air Act requires that AQMPs
be updated every three years. The KMBD has updated the AQMP seven times. The most
recent update, the20122015 Air Quality Management PIgA016 AQMP), was adopted in

1'dz P v C[* (}EuU E Wontefey-BaZUnified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD).
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2017. The 2016 AQMP relies on a multilevel partnership of federal, state, regionagcahd |
governmental agencies. The 2016 AQMP documentdBARO « % E}PE +« S}A E S8 ]\
the state 8hour ozone standard, which is more stringent than the statelir ozone standard.

The 2016 AQMP builds on information developed in past AQMPs and updat2812 AQMP.

The primary elements from the 2012 AQMP that were updated in the 2016 revision include the

air quality trends analysis, emission inventory, and mobile source prog=DURCE 6a).

The MBARD hasmocedure for determining whether a resdtial project conflicts with the
]*SE&] S| } %0 5 whicki DNbased orthe Association of Monterey Bay Area
'}YA Evu v3B[ 49 adopted housing unit forecasThe Cityof Santa Cruhad 24,250
existing dwelling units as of January2D22 and approximatelyl,59 residential units are
under constructioror have been approved. Witthe 15]1}v }( $Z ¢« pv]Shbausing ]SC]J-
units would total25,84) dwelling units within the Citywith existng units and the proposed
project[ increase o6 new residential unis, there would be a total 025,85 dwelling units
within the City. d Z HEE vS YDW ] . }v. D '[» T1id Z P]}v o '"@E}/
(AMBAG 2014), which estimat@d,547 dwelling units within the City for the year 202B(RCE
V.39. Therefore, the proposed projeetould beconsistent with the AQMP, would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the AQM&hd would result imo impact

(b) Project Emission3he U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air quality standards that are the maximum
levels of ambient (background) air pollutants considered safe, with an adequate margin of
safdy to protect public health and welfare. Criteria pollutants include ozong, (Qtrogen

dioxide (N@), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide {S@halable particulates (Pd), fine
particulates (PMls), and lead. High Jevels are caused by the cumtile emissions of reactive
organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxidesyN&hich react under certain meteorological
conditions to form @ In California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility

reducing particles are also regulated as criteria air pollutants. & ]e *]Pv § e Nv
§8 Jvu v3_ AZ v ]§]e]v }u%o]v A]3Z §Z ( (E herdisdis@edes 3§ 3 \
below.

The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is under the
jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) and includes Santa Cruz,
Monterey, and San Benito Counties. The NCCA&signated attainment for the federal R

and S@standards ands designated attainment/unclassified for the other federal standards.
The NCCAB is designated attainment for the state £MQ, SQ, and lead standards, and is
designated unclassified fo€O in Santa Cruz County. The NCCAB has nonattainment
designations for state £and PMo standards.

The MBARD 2012015 AQMP adopted March 15, 2017identifies a continued trend of
declining Q emissions in the NCCAB primarily related to lower vehiclesniiaveled (VMT),
showing that the region is continuing to make progress toward meeting the stast¢a@dard
during the threeyear period reviewedDURCH 6a).

Impact AnalysisThe proposed project would indirectly generate air pollutantissions
through new vehicle tripsesulting fromthe mixeduse building, including an office space
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and 26 residential unitsas wellas emissionsluring construction The proposed project
would not result in stationary emissions. The proposéfite andresidential use are at
a level that is substantially below th® Z [screening level for thesinglefamily
residential units that could result in potentially significant ilhpacts SOURCEVY 6c).
Therefore, project emissions would not be considered sfigal or result in an air
quality violation, and the impact would bBessthan significant

Project construction would result in generation of fugitive dust and:f&missions
related to demolition, site preparation, excavation and site remediation and construction,
including construction vehicle trips }E& JvP 8} $Z D h W [e- Y & Y
Guidelines, 8.1 acres could be graded per day with minimal earthmoving or 22pssre

C AlsZ PE JvP v &£ A 3]}v A]S8Z}us A wothrpsi®DIEdA 8D h W [
pounds per dayJOURCE &¢). The existing building would be demolished and a new
mixed-use building with an underground garage would be consedain the projectise.
Upon demolition of the existing structure, soil excavation and remediarerexpected
to take approximatelyfour months to completeand would result in removal of
approximately 9,900 cy of soil and material, including the foundation of an underground
former gas tank. Soils would be tested and appropriately contained and removed to
licensed facilities for disposal. The excavation wouldltes atemporary daily increase
in truck trips to remove excavated materialsn average, approximateli6 haul truck
trips could occur during the foemonth remediation schedule

The project site is approximately 0.35 acres in sizberefore, the aga of potential
gradingand constructiorwould be less than th®MBAR [« SZE ¢Z}o Vv Ju% Se¢ (E o
to fugitive dust generation and Plemissions would beonsideredess than significant
However, due to the extensive excavation and soil removal/remediation that would be
required, he California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMedjion 2020.4.0, which

is currently recommended by MBARIas used to estimate criteria air pollutant
emissimms generated during construction and operation of the proposed project.
CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperation with air districts
throughout the state to quantify criteria air pollutant emissions associated with
construction activies from a variety of land use projects, such as residential, commercial,
and industrial facilities. A construction assumptions scenario was developed based on the
best available information known anghformation provided by the applicant. Key
construction assumptions include phase types, phase timing and duratior;oatt
equipment use (e.g., type, quantity, and hours of operation per day), number of vehicle
trips (e.g., haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles) and trip distance, ground
disturbarce acreage, amount of demolition debris, and paving amEs well as the
excavation/remediation process

Emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with construction and operation of the
proposed project based on the CalEEMod results are shownldasTaand 2the model
results are on file with the City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development
Department As shown, maximum daily emissions would not exceed the applicable
MBARD significance threshold. related to air quality, configrthat projectconstruction

and operationakmissions would result inlassthan-significant impact
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Table 1. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

ROG NO« CO SQ PMuo PMo2s
Year
pounds per day
2023 1.28 14.55 11.11 0.03 3.27 1.73
2024 0.71 7.31 8.03 0.02 0.62 0.36
2025 0.91 9.67 11.23 0.03 1.04 0.49
2026 16.97 9.57 11.13 0.03 1.04 0.49
Maximum Dally| ¢ o 14.55 11.23 0.03 3.27 1.73
Emissions
MBARD Threshol N/A N/A N/A N/A 82 N/A
Threshold Exceeded)] N/A N/A N/A N/A No N/A

Source:Dudek

Notes CO = carbon monoxide; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources District; N/A = not applicable;
NO, = oxides of nitrogen; PM=coarse particulate matter; P4 = fine particulate matter; ROG =

reactive organic gases; SOsulfur oxides. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter
daily emissions results from CalEEMod and include watering of exposed areas two times per day,

% E $Z ]15C[e "8 wior®Pracficess E

Table 2. Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

N ROG [No. [co [sa [ PMo | PMes
Emission Source
pounds per day

Area 0.78 0.02 2.15 <0.01 0.01 0.01

Energy 0.01 0.07 0.04 <0.01 0.01 0.01

Mobile 0.58 0.64 5.39 0.01 1.05 0.29

Total 1.37 0.74 7.58 0.01 1.07 0.30

MBARD Threshol{ 137 137 550 150 82 N/A

Threshold Exceeded! No No No No No N/A

Source:Dudek

Notes CO = carbon monoxide; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources District; N/A = not appligable; NO
oxides of nitrogen; PM=coarse particulate matter; Pp = fine particulate matter; ROG = reactive
organic gases; S0 sulfur oxides. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions
results from CalEEMod.

Accordng to the MBARD CE@uidelines, projects that are consistent with the AQMP

would not result in in cumulative impacts, as the AQMP already accounts for regional
emissions. The MBARD prepares air quality plans, which address attainment of the state

and federal air quality statards, and which incorporate growth forecasts developed by
AMBAG. The AQMP takes into account cumulative development within the City, and thus,
cumulative emissions have been accounted for in the AQMP. As indicated above in
criterion 3(a), the project woul v}§ }v(o] § A]3Z §Z YDWX dzZ & (}E& U
contribution to cumulative air pollutant emissions would lessthan-significant

(c) Sensitive Receptorsor CEQA purposes, a sensitive receptor is defined as any residence,
including private homescondominiums, apartments, and living quarters; education resources
such as preschools and kindergarten through grade 1P2fkschools; daycare centers; and

2035 North Pacific Avenue Initial Study -30- Revised September 2022



healthcare facilities such as hospitals or retirement and nursing ho®3$RCE/.6c). The
project site idocatedin a developed area of the City of Santa CResidential uses are situated
on North Pacific Avenue east of the project site, &haly Cross Grammar Schaslocated
approximately 0.13 miles southwest from the project siteese uses are considered sensitive
receptors

Diesel particulate matter (DPM) was identifiadl a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by the State of
California in 1998. Subsequently, the CARB developed a comprehensive strategy to control DPM
emissions. Th&isk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from-Riessd
Engines and Vehiclesa document approved by the CARB in September 206@@ goals to
reduce DPM emissions in California by 75 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020. This
objective would be achieved by a combination of approaches, including emission regulations
for new dieseéngines and lowsulfur fuel program. An important part of the DPM risk reduction

plan is a series of measures for various categories-aséon and offroad diesel engines,

which are generally based on the following types of controls:

» Retrofitting engirs with emissiorcontrol systems, such as DPfMers or oxidation
catalysts;

= Replacement of existing engines with new technology diesel engines or natural gas
engines; and

» Restrictions placed on the operation of existing equipment.

Once the DPM risk reduction plan was adopted, the CARB started developing emission
regulations for a number of categories ofuse diesel vehicles and equipment. In July 2007,
the CARB adopted regulations forugse, offroad diesel vehicles that will sidicantly reduce
particulate matter emissions by requiring fleet owners to accelerate turnover to cleaner
engines and install exhaust retrofits.

The site remediation activities would involve the excavation and handling of MGP waste, which
could result ipotential emission of naphthalene. Naphthalene is a common pollutant in urban
outdoor air and is found in a number of products, including mothballs, diesel, and certain other
petroleumbased fuels, and also is present as a contaminant at refineries amefdViGPs. It

is a Californialesignated TAC

Impact AnalysisGrading andgroject construction could involve the use of diesel trucks
and equipment that would emit diesel exhaust, including DPM, which is classified as a
TAC.The site remediation activeés would involve the excavation and handling of MGP
waste, which could result ipotential emission of naphthalene, alaoTACTheproposed
mixeduse buildingis locatedsouthwest ofan existing multfamily residential building

that would be indirectlyexposed to temporary construction emissions.

Constructionrelated diesel exhaust (from equipment and trucks) and potential
naphthalene (from MGP wast@&missions would be of limiteduration (i.e., primarily
during grading) and temporary. Assessment of -fél&ted (including DPMand
naphthaleng cancer risks is typically based on ay@@r exposure period. Project
excavation and construction activities that would use digg®iered eqiipment would
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expose receptors to possible diesel exhaust for a very limited number of days out of a
70-year (365 days per year, 24 hours per day) period. Because expostpeC during
constructionwould be well below the 7§ear exposure period and, g the limitedand
short-term nature of activities tht would use diesel equipmentpnstructionrelated TAC
emissions would not be considered significant. Furthermore, the State is implementing
emission standards for different classes of and offroaddiesel vehicles and equipment
that applies to offroad diesel fleets and includes measures such as retrofits. Additionally,
Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations (Section 2485(c)(1)) prohibits idling of a
diesel engine for more than five minutes any location.Thus, the project would not
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and potential
exposure of sensitive receptors to TAGd associated risks would be consideteds
than-significant

(d)Odors }&E JvP 8§} §Z JEEQAAMRIakt/Guidelin€OURE V6c), land uses
associated with odor complaints typically include landfills, agricultural uses, wastewater
treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, and refinéffesproposed mixee

use buildingvould not create objectionable odors

Impact AnalysisThe site remediation activities would involve the excavation and handling of
MGP waste, which is commonly associated with oddhe primary potential odor source
related to site remediation is potential emission of petroleum and/or naphthalene odors
related tothe former MGP Naphthalene has a strong odor like mothballs.

Naphthalene odorsaand vaporsare anticipated during removal of the contents of the
former tank foundation. The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
has identified ar8-hour permissible exposure limit of 0.1 parts per million naphthalene.
This is the safe exposure level for workers over 4wo& work day. The odor threshold

for naphthalene is 0.084 parts per million.

Projectconstructionactivities may creatsome odors that may be detectable at the site
perimeter. Construction and site remediation would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people and would be short in duration (four months).
However, mplementation of the mitigatiormeasure AIRL would reduce the likelihood

of exposure to naphthalene odors and vapors during construction of the proposed
project, resulting in dssthan-significant impact

MITIGATION MEASURE-MRIir Monitoring and Odor ContraHealth and safetyia
monitoring shall be conducted for naphthalene in accordance with asgigeific
health and safety plan to be reviewed and approved by DTSC. Personal protective
equipment will be used in accordance with the ssfgecific health and safety plai
Community Air Monitoring PlafCAMP) shiabe prepared for the project, describing

air monitoring, action levels, and response actions to be conducted during soil
activities to protect the publicThe CAMP shall bieviewed and approved by DTSC.
Odor or emissbns control, such asoil wetting, the use of vapor/odor suppressant
foam, and/oruse of an Odor Boss €@G odor control system or similar, shall be
implemented if fugitive odorsr emissions above action levelse present at the site
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perimeter or other monitoring station, as determined in the CAMIA accordance
with the Monterey Bay Air Resources District, odors and dust must not cause a public
nuisance

4. Biological Resources

(a-c) Pecial Status SpecieSensitive Habitail he site is located in a developed neighborhood
with impervious surfaces and landscaping. Accordingaps developed fos Z ] &€rjeral

Plan 203@&nd included in the General Plan EIR, the project site is not located within or adjacent
to a sensitive hbitat area §OURCE V.1b, DEIR Figuregk.8reas of riparian and wetland habitat
associated witlthe San Lorenzo River is located approximately 700 feet to the northeast of the
project site,however no riparian habitat is located on or adjacent to thejgct site. The project

site contains an existing commercial building and paved parkingnimtsensitive habitat is
present and naspecialstatus plant or wildlife species are expected to be presértierefore,

the project would result imo impactto special status plant or wildlife species.

(d) Wildlife Movement/Nesting

Wildlife Movement Wildlife corridors are segments of land that provide a link between these
different habitats while also providing cover. Wildlife dispersal corridors, @fied dispersal
movement corridors, wildlife corridors or landscape linkages, are features whose primary
wildlife function is to connect at least two significant or core habitat areas and which facilitate
movement of animals and plants between two or martherwise disjunct habitatsSOURCE
V.1bDEIR. Three main corridors have been identified within the City that could provide
connectivity between core habitats within or adjacent to tGiy: western corridor (Moore
Creek), central corridor (San LorenZeeR and major tributaries), and eastern corridor (Arana
Gulch)(Ibid.).

TheSan Lorenzo River is the nearest corridor tophaect site is locate@pproximately0.13
miles northeastof the project site Thus, the proposed development would rebstantially
interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridarssulting inno impact

Nesting BirdsThe «istingheritagetree on the property providepotential nesting habitat for
migratory birds which are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act@alifornia Department
of Fish and Wildlif¢CDFWY¥ode In addition, all raptor nests are protecteg the CDFW Code.

Impact AnalysisRemoval of trees has the potential to destroy bird nests, eggs or chicks
if any are present during construction. This would be a potentially significant inifpact
nesting birds are present. The proposprbject would renpve one 28-inch diameter
liquid amber treedue to construction.Removal of the heritage treeould result in
impacts to nesting birds if present. Implementation of Mitigation Meas@k¥>1 would
reduce the impact to gssthan-significantlevel

MITIGATION MEASURE-BIPreconstruction Nesting Bird Surv&chedule tree and
vegetation removal between September 1 and January 31 of any given year to avoid
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the bird nesting season. If that schedule is not practical, aified biologist shall be

hired to conduct a preonstruction nesting bird surveys no more than two weeks (14

days) prior to vegetation removal. If any active bird nests are observed, the biologist

will designate a buffer zone around the nest tree or $has follows: 200 feet for

nesting raptors and 50 feet for all other bird species. This buffer zone may be adjusted

if the biologist determines that other factors may help shield the active nest, such as
vegetative screening between the nest and the vegietaremoval site that reduces

§Z v *3]vP & [+ ]0]8C 38} « 3Z §]A]SCX E} A P § §]}v
within the buffer zone until the biologist has determined that all chicks have fledged

and are able to feed on their own.

(e) Conflicts vith Local Ordinances Tree RemovalAn arboristreview was conductedht the
project site, andne liguidambar treeslocated on the sitelt is 28 inches in diameter afgla
heritage tree under City definitiofSOURCE \).9

Chapter 9.56 of the City Municipal Code defines heritage trees, establishes permit
requirements for the removal of a heritage tree, and sets forth mitigation requirements as
adopted by resolution by the City Coun@Enerally, trees with a tich or lar@r diameter are
heritage treesResolution N&3, 710 adopted by the City Council in April 1998 establishes the
criteria for permitting removal of a heritage tree and indicates that one or more of the following
findings must be made by the Director of Padnd Recreation:

1) The heritage tree or heritage shrub has, or is likely to have, an adverse effect upon the
structural integrity of a building, utility, or public or private right of way;

2) The physical condition or health of the tree or shrub, suclidiasase or infestation,
warrants alteration or removal; or

3) A construction project design cannot be altered to accommodate existing heritage trees
or heritage shrubs.

Resolution N1, 436 sets forth the tree replacement/mitigation requirements for apprbve
removal of a heritage tree to include replanting three-ddllon or one 24nch size specimen

or the current retail value which shall be determined by the Director of Parks and Recreation.
Removalvould be permitted if found in accordance with the aboseteria and requirements.
Approval of a tree removal permit automatically requires replacement trees as set forth above.
Removabf heritage tress consistent with City regulations and requirements is not considered
a significant impact.

Impact AnalysisThe propsed project would removeone heritage tree a nornative
ornamental tree. The 28-inch diameterheritage tree is growing behind the existing
sidewalk within the parking area serving the existing offindding. The location of the
liquidambar is tree is within the footprint of the proposed structure &hd proposed
provision ofunderground parkingvould requireremoval of the heritagéree (SOURCE V).9
The proposed landscaping plan includes plantigfour street trees. Theefore, the
project mees City requirements forremoval of a heritage tree and provision of
replacement trees, resulting inlassthan-significant impactelated to conflicts with City
regulations protecting trees.
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() _Habitat Conservation Planghere are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural
Community ConservatioRlans in the project vicinityd Z ] 3pémsations and Maintenance
Habitat Consemtion Plan (O&M HCP), approved in 2021, is not applicable to the proposed
project or project site as it was developed for improvements or projects related to City facilities
with the potential to take federally listed species and other #igted speciaktatus species.

5. Cultural Resources

(a) Historical Resources }@E JvP 38} §Z u %+ A o0} %endraPlah2038hdC |-
included in the General Plan EIR, the project site is not locatédn a designated Historic
District(SOURCE \h1Figure 4.8). The existindpuildingwas constructed in 188 andis not of the

age (typically over 45 yearsd be considered as a historical resour@aerefore, the project
would result inno impactto historical resources.

(b-c) Archaeological Resources }E JvP 3} u %+ A 0}% Gdrefal BlZn 20B39C [ -
and included in thé&eneral Plan EJRsupdatedin 2018 the project site is located within an
area that isidentified as beindnighly sensitivefor prehistoriccultural resourcesand sensitive

for historical resource€SOURCY.1d). The projecsite is part of a site that was formerly occupied

by aMGPthat operated fromabout 1867 through 1930most of the aboveground structures
associated with this facility had been removed by the 19@G3URCE M3a). (See Section
VI9(b,d) belowregarding exposure to hazardous material®ye to potential soil and
groundwater contamination from this facility, remediation activities wperformedin 2012
2013o0n the northern portion of the project sitthat included soil removal. During excavatson

a buried concrete gas holder foundation was encountered, which was approximately 50 feet in
diameter and extended to 15 feet below the ground surface; and was left in gateRCE V.1pa

An archaeological investigation of the site was conducted2@i9, which included a
background records search at the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
Northwest Information Cente(NWIC)at Sonoma State University and a field investigation
consisting of a pedestrian survéyhe records search indicatéthat one archaeological resource

has been identified within the” P@ject area (cultural resources study area, including the
project site)and thirteen resources have been recorded withijwarter mile radius of the
projectstudy area. The resource identified in the study area is the Mission District of Santa Cruz,
whichincludes the site ofhe Santa Cruz Missioi his recorded resource is not located on or
adjacent to the project sitebut is located approximately 670 feet steand upslope of the
project site Additionally, a historic map from 1853 depicts a structure situated 165 feet
southwest of the project area, and a second structure positioned 87 feet northwés.
pedestrian survey of th@roject site found no evidence aiultural materials.However, the
archaeological investigation indicated thpotentially significant cultural materials may be
located within the Mission Distri@ndthe Mission itsel{SOURCE %4).

As indicated abovehe project site was part of a larger property that weagommercial gas
manufacturing plant. Two circular gas holders are featured in the northern and central portions
of the study area(SOURCE VJjaand one underground tank from this operation has been
identified on the project siteEnvironmental review awducted for soil remediation at the site
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in 2012included a records search at CHRIS asdaed lands search request to the Native

u @] v, E]S P luul]ee]}v ~E , X E, E *%}V §Z § "E 3]A
resources were not identified in the projS (& SOUREE Mb). Thereviewed records
indicated thatare no known archaeological resources as defined in CEQA, Title 14, Chapter 3,
Article 5, Section 15064.5 withiproject site boundaries,although projectactivities could
uncover archaeological resources. The review also indicated that no historicakcesaas
defined in CEQA, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section 15064.5 were identified within the study
area(lbid.) The project areawasidentified as beingvithin the Mission Hill Historic District
(District) however no elements of that district rieled directly within theproject area (Ibid.).

AN §1Yv 10XiTXaTl }( SZ ]8SC[e Dpuv] 1% o } « 8¢ (}ESZ SZ % E}
that prehistoric or cultural features are accidentally discovered during construction. Under
provisions of this @e section, work shall be halted within 50 meters (150 feet) of the find until

it can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist. If the find is determined to be
significant, the Planning Director shall be immediately notified, and appropnatigation
measures shall be formulated and implemented. Additionally, the County Coroner shall be
notified in accordance with provisions of Public Resources Code 5099 i88he event human

remains are found and the Native American Heritage Commissi@ll be notified in
accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code section 5097 if the remains are
determined to be Native American.

Impact AnalysisThe project site i$ocatedwithin an area of high sensitty for cultural
resources.The project cultural resources assessment did not find evidence of cultural
resourceson the project sitebut indicated that the project site is close tarecordedsite

of the Santa Cruz MissioThe project archaeological investigation camdd that
potentially significant cultural materials may be located within pineject areadue to the

]S [ % E}A]u]S C.AJokodrudrgvie vy the project archaeologist concluded
that cultural resources associated with the Mission or early settlement of Santa Cruz may
be found on the project site and surrounding are&@(RCE V.ybTherefore, potential
disturbance to culturbresources is potentially significant impact

Theprojectsiteis within the MissiorHill HistoridDistrict. The physic&anta Cruklission

is approximately 670 feet west of thgroject area, on top of an elevated landform
Additionally, two historic structures, one located 165 feet southwest, and one located 87
feet northwest, were identified in historic magSOURCE V.Jrdntact cultural resources
that could be encountered may relate to the prehistoric or historic ena) a greater
emphasis on the latter. The proximity of tHganta CruzaMission and two possible
outbuildings highlight the potential for historical resouscsuch as old privies or refuse
pits. Prehistoric cultural remasthat could be encountered incledlithic artifacts, such

as stone flakes or projectile points, or dietary remains such as faunal shell or bone.

The projecsiteis also known to have potentially hazardous soils as it was part of a former
MGP that included project site. (See Sectiox19(b,d) below regarding exposure to
hazardous materials.) The project archaeological investigatemommended that
hazardous materials soil testing be conductéollowed by extended archaeological
testingto determine presene or absence of archaeological resources on the project site.
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Thenorthern portion of theproject site has been tested for hazardous materials and soil
has been remediated up to 10 feet deegOURCK.139. The remediation has disturbed
subsurface soils ithis portion ofthe projectsite; however,the project archaeological
report indicates thaundisturbed subsurfacdeposits may still exist.

The project archaeological investigatiorrecommended conduatig a subsurface
investigation on the proje site in the areas and depths of proposed project impacts to
determine presenceor absence of archaeological resources. This would consist of
mechanical excavation dbur trenches with depths to approximateight feet below

the current grade. However, the recommendation indicated that because hazardous
materials may be present within the soils at the project site, the shitauldbe tested

prior to implementation of an archaeological testing program to eaghe safety of the
team. The purpose of the subsurface testing is to define the s&rind horizontal extent

}( 8Z <183 v Jv3E +]8 A E] ]o]3C Alger]impattandoc@ipct S[e E
sU((] 1 v8 8§ 8} e oo 57 o]dateephtedtid &Bd Qs eligibilitipr listing

on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRIidRihe State CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5(¢ impactsto archaeological sites are potentially significant if the site is
determined to be a histrical resource determined by potential eligibility for listing in the
CRHR or meets the criteria set forth in CEQA (Public Resources Code section #1083.2)
as a unigue archaeological resouréeresource is eligible for listing in the CRHR if the
resource retains enough integrity to owey its significance and also meets one or more
of the following criteria:

1) is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to broad
patterns of history; or

2) is associated with the lives significant persons in our past; or

3) embodies the distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishablgtity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or

4) has yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or
prehistory.

AMNuv]<p €& Z }o}P] o E }uE " u ve vobfEcthrsitepPdut o ES](
which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding todberent body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the folloveirigria:

1) Contains information needed to answer important scienti@search questions
and thatthere is a demonstrable public interest in that information.

2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type.

3) Is directly associated with a scientdily recognized important prehistoric or
historicevent or person.
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object, or site which does not meet thabove criteria. A nonunique archaeological
resource need be given no findr consideration, other than the simple recording of its
existenceby the lead agency

Should a resource have low individual data potential but contain unique information (e.g.,
from rare artifacts, lithic materials, or reduction patterns), it may berded eligible
based on its ability to provide useful data about broader historic trends. If a resource has
low data potential and stands to offer only redundant information, then it will normally
be recommended ineligible. If the resource does not meet thgove criteria,
recommendations may be ti) discontinue testing and proceed with the project 2y
monitor construction by a professional archaeologissQURCE V.yblf a resource is
determined to be eligible for listing on the CRHR, avoidance or impigtien of a data
recovery plan would be required.

Theproject archaeologicatudy recommended that an Extended Phase | (XPI) study be
completed prior to excavation commencing on the projsité (SOURCE V.ybSince the
project site is contaminated, the consultant recommended soil testing be completed prior
to the XPI to ensure that all necessary safety precautions are initiAtpdrtion of the
project areawas disturbed by past remediation effor@nd thecontamination of the soill

still creates ahazardous materialg/ork situationin the unremediated areaTlheproject
archaeologistecommendedour trenchesmeasuringlO feet long, 23 feet wide, and 8

feet deep be excavatedo identify potentially significant historic cultural remains.
Trenches would be excavated iArieh increments using an excavator with a flaaded
bucket. If intact subsurface sougere encounteredit was recommended thgtrehistoric
resources be imestigated byscreening0.025n% soil samples from 20cm vertical,
mechanically excavated levels through 0.3mm mesh hardware cloth. The effort would be
used toidentify potential artifacts.Trench sidewalls would be inspected for cultural
material and sedimeprofiles.At least one auger probe would be excavated at the base
of each trench to identify if more deeply buried cultural remains are present.

Because ofpast uses and disturbances at the site addition to hazardous material
contamination, review by Dudek archaeologists recommen@schaeological monitoring
during testing and remediation of onsite sailst previously remediatedExtended Phase 1
testing is most often done for boundary testiagknown sitejf there is a site nearhyr

if there ispotential for buriedcultural deposits. In this case¢here are no known or
recorded resources on the project site, ai@é one recorded site, the Santa Cidission
site, is on the bluff above theroject site.Review by Dudek archaeologists as part of
preparation of this Initial Study concludes there is adequsgparation to not consider
the project property contiguous with the Mission sitéddditionally, n this case, the
project site has been disturbed fromerious uses at the sitdAGP, and sibsequentsoils
testing and remediation in the northern portion of the project gesulted in removal of
soils in that areaThe remainingn-site soils would be removed as past a hazardous
materialssoils managemerprogram, at which time monitoring for cultural resources could
be undertakenMonitoring of excavation is often recommendéat sites in sensitive areas,
but where there are no known or recorded resources.
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Monitoring during soil excavation, which would be subject to a soils management plan
for potential hazardous matials, is recommendedo ensure proper treatment of
potential inadvertent discoveriesoil would be removed in-inchincrements using an
excavator with al&t-bladed bucket The archaeologistiould have the authority to halt
work for a short period of time to investigate aotential find in accordance with
requirements set forth in City of Santa Cruz Municipal (Retgion 24.12.43®nce soils

are removedo the depth required for the project excavation, no further testing would
be necessary.

Itis also noted thathe discovery ofinknowncultural resourcesincluding human burials,

during soil disturbing constructiomould be subject to review in accadce with City and

state requirements.If archaeological resources or human remains are exposed or
discovered during either site clearing or during subsurface construction, operations shall

stop within 150 feet of the find, and a qualified professionalhasologistshall be

contacted for further review and recommendations. If a find is determined to be
significantthe Planning Director shall be immediately notified, and appropriate measures

shall be formulated and implemented in accordance with SectioK 2AX o711 }( §Z ]SC|[-
Municipal Codet "W &}S S]}v }( & Z }o}P] 0 Z ¢}pE X_dZ }upvs
notified in accordance with provisions of Public Resources Code 5099 .@8the event

human remains are found and the Native American Heritager@ission shall be notified

in accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code section 5097 if the remains

are determined to be of Native American origin.

Implementation Mitigation Measure CHL would reduce the impact to a letisan-
significant leel.

MITIGATION MEASURE -QWchaeological Monitoring Require a qualified
archaeologst to monitor il disturbance activities subject to required State
approvals for hazardous materials and worker safety plans) the archaeologist
determines monitoring is no longer necessatly an intact historic or prehistoric
resource is identified during monitoring, woshallbe halted until the find can be
evaluated in accordance with requirements set forth the City of Santa Cruz
Municipal CodeSection 24.12.430ncludingnotification of the City of Santa Cruz
Planning Director. fle find shall be inspected by a qualified archaeologist to
determing in consultation with the Planning Directdfrthe discovered artifact is an
archaeological resource under CEQA definitions, and if so a mitigatiorshdibe
implemented in accordance with City regulatiorissoils do not require remediation,
monitoring shall be conducted during site prepaost and excavationwith
compliance with City regulatiores set forth abové there is a discovery.

Should a resource have low individual data potential but contain unique information
(e.g.,from rare artifacts, lithic materials, or reduction patterng)may be deemed
eligible based on its ability to provide useful data about broader historic trends.
However, i a resource has low data potential and stands to offer only redundant
information, then it will normally be recommendeakligible. If the resorce does not
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meet the above criteria, recommendations may be to discontinue testingand
continue monitoringShould it be determined that the discovery is an archaeological
resourceas defined by CEQ#he archaeologist shatirovide recommendtions for
avoidance or recoverfor review by the Planning DirectoProject redesign to avoid
significant cultural resarces would only be recommended if cultural resources were
identified andevaluated as significant under CEQA critdfig.is not feasible to avoid

or protect the resource in place due to soil remediation measures that may be
required, as determined bythe archaeologist in consultation with the Planning
Director,data recovery could be implemented based on specifications set fordh in
data recovery plan The data recovery plan shall be prepared by a qualified
archaeologistand meet the Secretary of Int€ ]} E&[s "S v €& « (}JE & Z }o
Documentation andvould be tailored to fit the research questiodsvelopedfor the
identified resourceand identify methods of recovery,includng manual excavation,
extensive recordation, mapping, and analysis of caltmaterial found on the site.
Thedata recovery plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior
to implementation.

6. Energy

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas service to the City.
PG&E, asubsidiary of PG&E Corporation, provides natural gas and electric service to
approximately 16 million homes and businesses across a 70,000 sgilarservice area

The state}( o] (} per]cdpita electrical use has been the lowest or one of lowésiny
state. California is among the top states in the nation in net electricity generation from
renewable resources. The state leads the nation in net electricity generation from solar,
geothermal, and biomass.

Monterey Bay Community Power (MBCP) wasied in March 2017 as a joint powers authority

to provide locally controlled, 100% carbfnee electricity to residents and businesses in
Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties through the Community Choice Energy (CCE)
model established by the Statd California. The CCE model enables communities to choose
clean*}uE % }A E 3§ }e8 <p]A o vs 8} W'W AZ]Jo & § Jv]vP W'~
power lines and providing customer service. The CCE model helps ensure local economic vitality
because sylus revenues that would normally flow to PG&E will stay in the commuvBCP

started supplying electricity to customers in spring 2018 with existing customers automatically
enrolled.

In 2007, Santa Cruz became one of the fimginicipalities in the nation to require new
construction to include the adoption of environmentally superior building materials and
designs. Builders in Santa Cruz now use best practices for their construction projects that
enhance building energy efficiepm and water conservation as well as to improve air quality,
waste reduction and recycling, and erosion and runoff control.

(a) Energy Us@&he project includes the demolition of an existing commercial office with paved
parking lot and would construct Z&story mixeduse building and an underground garagée
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mixeduse building and underground garageuld be subject to City and state building code
requirements and would result in more energy efficient building design than the existing
structure to be demolishedruture construction of two new homegould not contribute to the
wasteful, inefficient, ounnecessary consumption of energy and other resourdessidential

uses that comply with the 2016 California Title 24 are about 28% more efficient than the 2013
Title 24, and energy efficiency will increase as older buildings are replaced .

Overall, tre future consumption of electrical and natural gas resources would not represent
unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources given the ongoing implementation of the

]SC[*s o]u § $]} vGeNeavalvPlam 203folicies that address lightingnd energy
conservation measuredn addition, the new mixeduse buildingand underground garage
would be required to be constructed in accordance with specifications contained in Title 24 of
S$Z o](}EV] } }( Z Ppo S]}ve v $SZ Regpsl@tions: Guchvmeaguarefv P
have been factored into California energy forecasts which predict an overall reduction in per
capita use of electricity due to energy efficiency standards and conservatmanefore, the
proposed project would not result in wigul or inefficient energy use during construction or
operation andwould result in dessthan-significant impact

(b) Conflicts with Plansonstruction and operation dhe project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of a state docal plan for renewable energy. Therefore, the project
would result inno impact

7. Geology and Soils

(ai) Fault RuptureThe project site is located in a seismically active region of California and the
region is considered to be subject to very intershaking during a seismic event. The City of
Santa Cruz is situated between two major active faults: the San Andreas, approxima®ely 11.
miles to the northeast and the San Gregorio, approxima@ymiles to the southwest. There

are no active fault zonesr risk of fault rupture within the CitySOURCK.1bDEIRSection 4.1).

The closest active fault is the San Andreas fault, located approxinidt€lyniles northeast of

the project site The site is not located with the AlguiBriolo Special Studie§ault Zone
established by the state of Californido surface traces of knawactive orpotentially active
faults are present along thproject site (SOURCE 2a). Therefore, the probabilityf adverse
effects from surface fault rupture is lofbid.), andno impactwould occur.

(a.iriv) Seismic HazardSeismically induced hazardscludeground shaking, surface rupture,

ground failure, settlement, landslidesind water waveSOURCE \al According to maps
A 0} %o (}E& enerdBRlgr 203a8nd included in the General Plan EIR, the project

site is locatedn anarea subject to fjuefactionin & ~ _ AZzZ] Z ]+ (]v e E - pv
C *}]oe }ve] & S} OJ<p (] oU pnussz ~_ & » E vVvS8] ]% §

groundwater, and therefore, a lesser susceptibility to liquefact{S®URCE V.-IXEIR Figure

4.104). The project site is not locatesithin a mapped landslide areS8QURCE V.I2EIRFigure

4.103).

A geotechnical investigatiowas conductedf the project sitethat included soils borings and
testing.The project site is generally underldin Miocene age Santa Cruz Mudstone, and results
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of the soils testing indicate that the project site is underlain by alluvium and Santa Cruz
Mudstone(SOURC¥.10a). Site soils consist of clay underlainlegn clay and poorly graded sand
and clayey sandlbid.). The investigation indicated th&asel on historic activity, the potential

for future seismic activity in the project area is considered significant.

Impact AnalysisThe proposednixedused buildingvould be subject to seismic shaking
from anearthquake on regional faultas well as liquefaction and settlememthich is
considered apotentially significant impact However, with implementation the
geotechnical investigation recommendatignmcluding recommendations for seismic
designcriteria, exposure to seismic hazards would be considex¢essthan-significant
impact

The City is in relative proximity to historically active faults; as such, there is potential for
development to be subject to strong seismic ground shakiihg. prgect is located in an

area considered to have a very high susceptibility for liquefaction according to City plans,
and the geotechnical investigation conducted for firejectsite indicates that the site is
underlain by saturated sand and fhgeained sdibelow the assumed design groundwater
level that will liquefy under considered ground motidB®URCE10a). The site also would

be subject to settlement following a seismic event (lbid.).

While the potential for seismic ground shaking cannot be elted, the project would

be required to comply with the 2016 California Building Standards Code (California Code
of Regulations, Titl24), which includes requirements for geotechnical investigations that
establish seismic design paramete@ompliance withhecommendations in the project
geotechnical report and witkthe California Building Standards Code would reduce risks
associated with strong seismic ground shaking at the projectRgeommendations are
provided for seismic design criteria and for rersddgrading with a mat slab, deep
foundaions or ground improvement are set forin the project geotechnical report.
Therefore, the project would have lassthan-significantimpact with regard to strong
seismic ground shakingliquefaction and settlement with implementation of
recommendations in the project geotechnical repotiowever construction and
operation of Proposed Project facilities would not increase the potential fahgaakes

or seismically induced ground failure to occur, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
resulting from seismic ground shaking or seismic related ground failure.

MITIGATION MEASURE @Hfdplementation of Geotechnical Recommendations
Requie implementation of recommendations set forth in the geotechnical
investigation (Ninyo & Moore 2018)regarding site preparation,structural
foundations,and all other recommendationrgegardingseismic design consideratians

(c)GeologidHazardsNon-seismically induced hazards include slope instability, cliff retreat, and
non-seismic settlement and landslideSQURCE V)la « *+Z}Av v $ ZGengfaCRkan 2030
and included in the General Plan EIR,western edge of theroject site is idenfied to be an
area of 3650% slope or greater than 50% SI@BOURCE V.IEIR Figure 4.18). This slope, which
extends off sitejs up to approximately 60 feet in height and sloped at an inclination of about
50-60 degrees from hazontal SOURCE.10a). The steep slope is several hundred feet north and
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south of the property and is covered with various types of shrubs and trees. Portions of the
slope north and south of the subject property are also covered with rock netting, which is used
to mitigate suficial slope failures. On the subject property, a small portion of the slope located
near the southern property line is covered with rock netting, while the rest of the slope does
not have rock netting or other slope stabilizations devices. The rockgetdtithe southern end

of the slope extends approximately 30 feet to the north of the southern property boundary
(Ibid.).

Impact AnalysisThe proposednixedused building is located at the bottom of a steep
slope and constructiorcould result in slope dilures potentially adversely affecting the
projectsite or adjacent properties, potentially significant impact

The western property line of the projesite islocatednear the toe of the steep slope

and a retaining wall is tated near the toe that is up to three feet in height. Talus deposits
consisting of soil, rock and vegetation lie along the toe of the slope above the retaining
wall, and were generated by erosion and surficial slope faillBe®RCE V.1paMaterial
obsened at the toe of the slope included blocks up to several feet in size, and the
geotechnical investigation indicates that these types of failures will continue to occur over
time and should be considered during the design of the project (I1Gitlg.geotechical
report concluded that the slope located west of the project site is considered surficially
unstable and remedial measures are need to mitigate the impact that future surficial
failures may have on the project (Ibid.).

Since much of the slope liestside the property limits, catchment structures along the
western property are considered a feasible solution to mitigate the potential hazard
(SOURCE V.10df easements were obtained on the neighboring properties, a roekfall
netting system could be inslled to mitigate the potential hazardlbid.). The project
geotechnical engineer indicated that the mased 7.5foot setback betweenthe
proposeddebris wall at the base of the slope and proposed building will provide adequate
space for further maintenace SOURCE V.1Db

While the adjacent slope coujabsehazards to the proposed project, CEQA Guidelines
qguestion whether a project could further exacerbate hazardous conditions that would
result in a direct or indirect impact. In the current case, the siting of the building would
not exacerbate or cause furér slope failures.

Project construction includes site remediation and removahtoeast oneunderground
buried gasholdertank foundationthat underliesthe northern portion of the projectsite and
was part of the formeMGPthat was in operation between 1867 and 1930. The abgneind
portion of the tank was previously removed, but the concrete foundation was left in place. It
is located irthe northern portion of theprojectsite belowthe asphaltpavedparking lot, and
extends north of the northern property linef the adjacent property a201-217 River Street
(see figure in Attachment AThenorthernperimeterof the tankfoundationliesvery closgo

the building footprint on the adjacent propertyheconcrete foundation is approximately 50
feet in diameter with 1.5 feet thickoncretewalls,andthe top of the foundationwallsare
buried approximately0.5to 2 feet below the ground surfaceThe tank reportedly slopes
toward the perimeter of the tank, with the center of the tank lying at a depth of about 8.5
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feet and the perimeter at a depth of about 14 feet below the grosndface(SOURCE 1Qd).

In addition, testing conducted in 2013 founoh-ground wooden remnants of another
former aboveground gas hold#nat were encountered in the parking lot adjacent to the
northern end of the existing onsite building, which appeared to extend beneath the
existing buildindSOURCE V.13c

Concerns have been raised that the removal of the concrete tank foundation could cause
instability to the adjacent slopand adjacent commercial buildin§he ascending natural
slope along the western side of the property is approximadélyeet high and steeply inclined

with residential properties along the top. The western side of the excavation for the proposed
below-grade parking area will be about 10 feet away from the property line and close to the
toe of the slope $OURCE.109. Additional geotechnical investigation was conducted as
summarized below Potential vibration associated with excavation of the site and
construction of the underground parking garage was also considered, but it was
determined that the project wouldot result in adverse impacts related to slope stability;
see section VI.13b for further discussion.

The estimated removal area for the gas holder tank is approximately 2,500 square feet,
which includes5feetwide areaaroundthe perimeterof the tank. Thevolumeof material
insidethe holder tank isestimated to be approximately 806y. Perched groundwater was
present inside the buried tank and varied in depth from about 5 to 7 feet below the
ground surface at the time of their evaluation in December 2012 and January 204 3.
noted that water pumping results from within the concretermp in the former tank in
2013 show that substantially dewatering the sump in the tank could take considerable
time and might not be fully achievabléSOURCE ViR The geotechnical reviews
concluded that removadf the buried concretetank foundationis geotechnicallyeasible
provided thatthe geotechnicalrecommendationsprovided are incorporated into the
shoringanddewateringdesigns for the excavation of the proposed underground parking
garage and foundation removgOURCE V.1pd

Slpe stability analyses were performed using the tvwddmensional stability analysis
program SLOPE/W modeling the long term (with proposed befpade parking area in
place) and temporary (i.e., during removal of the buried tank foundation) conditions in
order to evaluate the impact of the proposed site improvements on the westerly
ascending slope. The results indicate that the westerly ascending slope will have a factor
of safety of 1.5 or higher in the long run when soldier piles are incorporated into the
shoring design. Furthermore, the westerly ascending slope will have a factor of safety of
about 1.4 during the temporary condition (i.e., during removal of the buried tank
foundation) incorporating soldier piles into the shoring. The factors of safetyepted

here indicate that the stability of the subject slope under ldagn and temporary
conditions will be acceptable and in conformance with the standard of care currently
exercised in geotechnical engineering prac{®@URCE V.1pnd

The geotechnicainvestigation conducted for the projeaonsidered that excavation

would encounter the former gas tank foundation and that excavation in proximity to
existing structures could undermine the foundation of those structures and/or cause soil
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movement relateddistress $OURCE V.10awhich is considered potentially significant
impact The geotechnical report includes recommendatidos stabilization during
excavation that includes design and use of shoring systems and accounting for the
adjacent building foundationSOQURCE V.40 The geotechnical report also recommends
that ground improvement methods, which generate high vibratiamst be used due to
proximity of structuresOURCE V.10a

With implementation of Mitigation Measures GHOGE and GEE3, the project would
resultalessthan-significantimpactregardng geologic hazards

MITIGATION MEASURE &Hfplementation & Geotechnical Recommendations
Require implementation of recommendations set forth in the geotechnical
investigatiors regarding excavationremoval of the existing underground tank
foundation (Ninyo & Moor@018,2022and any subsequent investigationscluding
design of cutoff walls, dewateringethods anddemolition of foundation using low
vibratory techniques.

MITIGATION MEASURE &H®mbris CatchmentRequireinstallation ofa debris
catchment fence specifically designed by a contractor that specializes in catchment
structure design and constructias set forth in the project geotechnical investigation
(Ninyo & Moore 2018).

(b, d) Soils and ErosioriThe geotechnical investigation prepared for the project included
exploratory borings and laboratory testin§ite soils consist of clay underlain by lean clay and
poorly graded sand and clayey sai$®URCE.10a). Groundwater was measudeat a depth of
approximately 16 feet. Testing indicated that the soils have a low potential for expansion (Ibid.).
However, basedn previous environmental remediation work performed at the site, variation

in nearsurface soils should be anticipated andpansive clay cdd be present in areas of
proposed hardscape or pavement (Ibid.).

JE JVP 8} u %+ A 0}% Gefetl Ban 20Ba&@ includedn the General Plan
EIR, soils on the project site consist primarilyhefSoquel loam?2 to 9 percent slopefSOURCE
V.1bDEIR Figure 4.16). This soil typ&loes not have &igh erosion hazard potentiaBURCE.1b
DEIRTable4.105).

Impact Analysis.The proposed projectwould involve grading and excavation for
construction of the proposed bigiing and underground parking garadmit construction
would not result in substantial erosion. Thssconsidered lessthan-significant impact

The project site is relatively flahnd soils are not considered highly erosive. However,
excavated soils and/or construction debris could result in inadvertensitdftransport

of sediments that would be prevented with implementation of standard erosion control
measures. Althougimitigation measuresare not required, the following Condition of
Approval is recommended
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RECOMMENDED CONDITION OF APPR@¥kmenterosion control measures
during construction of the new driveway, including, but not limited to: limiting
ground disturbance r@d vegetation removal during construction; conducting work
prior to the rainy season if possible and protecting disturbed areas during the rainy
season; and immediately revegetate disturbed areas. Require temporary fencing on
the perimeter of the site durig constrution to prevent inadvertent erosion and
offsite transport of sediments

(e) Septic System3he project would be connected t8§ Z ] $&njtary sewersystemand
would not use septic systemsherefore,noimpactwould occur.

() Paleontological Resources. }E JvP 3} u %+ A 0}% G¢neRal Pan 2Q30C [«
and included in the General Plan EIR, the project site is located within an area mapped as the
Santa Cruz Mudstone unit and is adjacent toltdocene Alluviununit (SOURCE V.1DEIR Figure

4.95), which imnot known to contain fossilsSantaCruz Countys known to contain fossils the
following geological unitsLate Pleistocene alluvium; the Purisima Formation; the Santa Cruz
Mudstone; and the Santa Margarita Sataige. Holocene alluvium is generally considered too
young to contain paleontological resources, however this geological unit is moderately sensitive
for a paleontological resources because it is underlain by sedimentary geologic units that have
a high palentological sensitivitySOURCE V.1b, DEIR volume

As indicated above, the project site was part of a larger property that was a commercial gas
manufacturing plant. Environmental review conducted for soil remediation at the site included
a search ofthe University of California Museum of Paleontology, University of California,
Berkeleydatabase. The database search identified paleontological resources in Santa Cruz
County, but did not identify any paleontological resources within or adjacent tpribject site
(SOURCE \.h).

Impact AnalysisVhile the project site does not contain known paleontological resources,
it is located in a sensitivgeologic formation with regards to paleontological resources,
andconstruction activities could potentially destroy unknown paleontological resources.
General Plan Action HA1.2.3 requires the Citgdtfy applicants within paleontologically
sensitive areas of the potential for encountering such resources during cotistrand
condition approvals that work will be halted and resources examined in the event of
encountering paleontological resources during construction. If the find is significant, the
City would require treatment of the find in accordance with the recoengations of the
evaluating paleontologist. Treatment may include, but is not limited to, specimen
recovery and curation or thorough documentation. With implementatioGeheral Plan
2030policies and actions, the impact would be considelessthan-signficant.

RECOMMENDED CONDITION OF APPRDVH&e event that paleontological
resources are encountered during construction, work shall be halted in the vicinity of
the find until it can be evaluated by a professional paleontologist. If a find is
determined to be significant, treatment of the finth accordance with the
recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist shall be required. Treatment may
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include, but is not limited to, specimen recovery and curation or thorough
documentation.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

(a) Greenhouse Gas Emissio@iBmate change refers to any significant change in measures of
climate, such as average temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns over a period of time.
Climate change may result from natural factors, natural processes, and human activities that
changethe composition of the atmosphere and alter the surface and features of the land.
Significant changes in global climate patterns have recently been associated with global
A Eul]vPU v A EP JvE + Jv 3Z 3§ u% & SuE }(usfdce, Su}e%Z
attributed to accumulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the atmosphere. Greenhouse
gases trap heat in the atmosphere, which in turn heats the surface of the Earth. Some GHGs
occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through natpraicesses, while others are
created and emitted solely through human activiti€imate change models predict changes
in temperature, precipitation patterns, water availability, and rising sea levels, and these
altered conditions can have impacts on natland human systems in California that can affect
0](}E&vV] [* %op 0] Z 08ZU Z 18 SU} v v } S0 E }uE -U
forestry, and energy Us@OURCHE.1b-DEIR/olume).

The most common GHG that results from human agtivétcarbon dioxide followed by

methane and nitrous oxideThe primary contributors to GHG emissions in California are
transportation (about 3percen), electric power production (2gerceny, industry

(20percend, agriculture and forestry (Bercend), and dher sources, including commercial and

residential uses (1Berceni). Approximately 8percent } ( O](}EV] [+ u]ee]}ve & E
dioxide produced from fossil fuel combusti@OURCE V. IbEIR/olume).

The State of California passed the Global Warmalgti®ns Act of 2006 (AB 32), which seeks

S} & p ', ul]ee]}ve P Vv E S C 0](}Ev] X dz 'Jos@En E[e £
AB 32 (Health & Safety Code, § 38501 et seq.) both seek to achieve 1990 emissions levels by
the year 2020. Executive Ord&3-ifi (WESZ E E <u]JE& « §Z2 8§ o]J(}C&EvV] [« '," U

percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050. AB 32 defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.

In 2015, Governor Browissued Executive Order-3®- iU AZ] z & § Ay A Jvs @
statewide GHG emission reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030 is established in order to ensure California meets its target of reducing GHG
emissions § 61 % E v3 o0}A i66i o A oe C TiAIX_ ~ i1 } (] 8Z]
Governor Brown issued Executive Ordeb®l8, which established a statewide goal to

~noZ1 A E }v vV uSE 0]3C + *}}v * %}ee] O U v v} 08 E SZ v
achi A v P §]A uJee]}ve 3Z E (8§ EX_dZ }E E ]JE 3« §Z Z
agencies to identify and recommend measures to achieve those goals.

N
C

<

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the lead agency for implementing AB 32. In
accordance with provisions of AB 32, CARB conducts an annual statewide GHG Emission
Inventory that provides estimates of the amount of GHGs emitted to the atmosphédrarbgn
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activities within California. In accordance with requirements of AB 32, CARB adopted an Initial
Scoping Plan in 2008 and is required to update the scoping plan at least every five years. The
First Update to the Scoping Plan, approved in 2014, astedd a 2030 emissions target of 40
percent below 1990 levels. The current (2017) Scoping Plan identifies a balanced mix of
*SCE S P] -8} u 8§ 8Z ~§ § [Ahendraft 8dapjrgXPlan was underway at the
time of the issuance of this environmextchecklist.

dz ]%emneral Plan 203idicludes goals, policieand actions on climate chaagincluding

reducing communitwide GHGemissions 30 percent by 2020, reducing 80 percent by 2050
(compared to 1990 levels), and for all new buildings tornéssions neutral by 2030. In October

T1iftu 8§82 ]SC o0} }%S AN o]u § S]}v Wo v_ §Z 8§ }uSo]v « §Z
over the nextlOyears to reduc&sHGemissiors by 30percent

Impact AnalysisThe project would result in ademolition of one existingcommercial
buildingand constructiona three-story mixeduse buildng with an underground garage.
e Jv] § Jv~ S]}v [/IIX }JA U 8Z ]J8C[+'Vv &E o WovVv /Z }v
approximately 3,350 new residential unitroughout the City to the year 203@QURCE
V.1bDEIRvolume). The General PlaBIR estimatedsHG emissionthat could result from
potential development and buildout accommodated by the General Plan that included
3,350 residential dwelling units with associated population increase of 8,040 residents
and approximately 3,140,000 additional square feet of new commercial, ptiice
industrial uses by the year 2030 with an estimated 8,665 new jobs. The EIR analysis
determined that the emissions levels assied with buildout would not be considered
substantial compared to lonrgerm forecasts and state and regionakgets andwould
actually be less than forecast statewide per capita emission rates with required
reductions. Implementation of the proposddeneral Plan 203@olicies and actions, as
well as planned implementation statewide actionspuld further reduce emissions.
Therefore, the impact was considerégssthan significant (The analysis is included on
pages 4.124 to 4.1231 of the Draft EIR Wwme and pages-26 to 327 of the Final EIR
volume.)

Theproposedconstruction of the mixedise building and underground garageuld be
within the overall amount of future residential use evaluatedagprogram level in the
GeneralPlan EIR. This Initial Study tiers off and incorporates by reference the General
Plan EIR (as discussed in Section IIl.B above) foGiH@emissions malysis, which
concluded impacts wuld be less than significant. Therefore, thygeration of theproject

upon completion of constructiowould have alessthan-significantimpact on GHG
emissions.

Construction, including site excavation and remediatioauld result in temporary\GHG
emissions related to construction activities, including equipment and vehicleGHH&
emissions during construction were calculated using @@EEMod emissions model as
explained in section VI(B) above. The results are shawin Table 3 which show
approximately 900 metric tons of GHG emissions over the construction period for the
project including site excavation and remediation
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Table 3. Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions

err ofe] Ch N20 CQe
metric tons per year

2023 192.62 0.04 0.01 196.22
2024 206.27 0.04 0.01 210.04
2025 236.17 0.05 0.01 240.78
2026 247.45 0.04 0.01 252.85
Total 899.89

30-Year Amortized Emission 30.00

Notes: GHG= greenhouse gas; @@ carbon dioxide; CGH= methane; MO =
nitrous oxide; Ce& = carbon dioxide equivalent.

Currently, there are no adopted GHG emission thresholds, except MBARD has an adopted
guideline for stationary source projects in which a project would not have a significant GHG
emissionsmpact if the project emits less than 10,000 metric tons ofe}é@r yearFor context,

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which is adjacent to MBARD,
evaluates the GHG significance of projects based on operations only and has ktdtttbte

is no proposed constructierelated climate impact threshold at this time, since GHG emissions
(E}u }veSEM S]}v E % E » vS§ A EC «u 00 %}ES3]}v }( %0 E }i
compared to longerm operations) (BAAQMD 2022 As discused previously, proposed
project operations were determined to be less than significant. Based on the preceding
considerations, temporary constructienelated GHG emissions would result inegsthan-
significant impact

(b) Conflicts withApplicable Planslhe project would not conflict with state plans adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The General Plan EIR found no impacts related to
conflicts with applicable plans related to GHG emissions and reduction strategies.

In Ocbber 2012, the Santa Cruz City Council adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that addresses
citywide greenhouse emissions and reduction strategies. The CAP outlines the actions the City
and its partners may take pertaining to reduction of GHG emissions &t the goals and
implement the policies and actions identified in teneral Plan 2030rhe CAP provides City
emissions inventories, identifies @missions reduction target fahe year 2020, and includes
measures to reduce energy use, reduce vehicfestimplement water conservation programs,
reduce emissions from waste collection, increase solar systems, andlogepublic
partnerships to aidsustainable practices. Measures are outlined for the following sectors:
municipal, residential, commercial, dncommunity programs. Each chapter, as well as
AppendixA, provides a table of actions necessary to meet each reduction measure, quantifies
the potential GHG emission reduction, and prioritizes implementation based on funding, ease,

2 Adopted April 20, 2022. Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Signifiance of Climate Impacts
from Land Use Projects and Plans. Availaiiéne at: https://www.baagmd.gov/plansand-climate/california
environmentalquality-actceqa/updatedceqaquidelines
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and current infrastruaire. With a couple of exceptions, all measures establish the year 2020 as
the target date to achieve the specified reductions. The CAP includes an Implementation
chapter that identifies tracking and reporting of the success of the measures, includisga@ity
responsibilities.

Thenew mixeduse building and underground garageuld be subject to approval of building
permits that meet the California Building Code and City Green Building Code requirements and
City requirements for water conservation fixeg and features, including drougtgsistant
landscaping. These measures are consistent with those recommended for residential uses in
the CAP related to building and energy efficiency, water conservation, and encouraging use of
solar systems

Furthermoe, the proposed project location and uses are consistent with the sustainable
SE Ve%}ES S]}v v 0oV H* %0 VV]VP P} oe «ehcdyr@ys highers$Z ]SC
density development along transit corridors and activity centers to support efficicessible,
and sustainable transportation options and reduce automobile triwditionally, the Santa
Epul }uvsSC Z Pl}v o dE ve%}ES 3]} 204ptahee Tyuz €otrity Redional
Transportation Planadopted in June 2018, provides guidarioe transportation policy and
% E}i Se SZE}puPZ 82z C @& 1i0iX dzZ ZdW ] vS](] = ii "l G 8]V ¢
commercial centers) within Santa Cruz County. Downtown Santa Cruz is identified as a key
*S]v §]}vX dZ ZdW][+ d (RdreaSeitheepeteeridge of people who can travel to
key destinations within a 3fhinute walk, bike, or transit trip by 20 percent by 2020 and 40
percent by 2035. The proposed project is located within the maximum travel buffer for the
Downtown Santa Crugey destinationThus, the project would not conflict with provisions of
the CARandno impactwould occur

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

(a) Hazardous Material Us€he proposed developmegbnsists of a mixedse residential and
office building with uses that typicallyould not use, handle or store significant quantities of
hazardous materiaJandwould not involvethe routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials or wasteand would not result in the creation of a public health hazard.

Relatively small amounts of commonly used hazardous substances such as gasoline, diesel fuel,
lubricating oil, adhesive materials, grease, solvents, and architectural coatings would be used
during construction. These materials are not considered extremely hazardous and are used
routinely throughout urban environments for both construction projects and structural
improvements. Further, these materials would be transported and handled in accerdatic

all federal, state, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials.
Consequently, use of these materials for their intended purpose would not pose a significant risk
to the public or environment. Once construction has beempleted, fuels and other petroleum
products would no longer remain within the work area. Daily operation of the proposed project
would not otherwise require the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous substareefore,
impacts would béess than sigficant.
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(b, d) Release of Hazardous Materials or Hazardous Emisdibasproject site is part of a
property thatwasthe former PG&E Santa Cruz M@michoperated on the project site and
adjacent properties from 1867 until 1930. Historical operations of this MGP have resulted in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination, including:

X polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS), benzene, naphthalene, graedidead in
soil;

X benzene and naphthalene in soil gas; and

x total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), naphthalene, benzene, arsenic, lead, and total
cyanide in groundwater.

Cleanup and monitoring of the former MGP is ongoing under the voluntary cleanup program
overseen by theCaliforniaDepartment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) also has an open case f#208e4),
but DTSC is the lead agency. A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) was conducted in 2010
on the former MGP site, including the project site, the results of which conclidgdhe soil,
soil gas, and groundwater contamination beneath the formwksP does not pose a significant
risk for onsite commercial or landscaping workers, nor offsite commercial or residential
populations. However, future changes in land use, redevelopment, or permanent removal of
the existing asphalt or concrete cover couébult in human health risks above an acceptable
risk range $OURCE \84). The HHRA thereforeecommended remedial actions and/or
institutional controls be placed on various portions of the former MGP to further protect future
occupants. A Remedial Actiéttan (RAP) was developed in 20$2YRCE \84) and approved

C d* X Zu ] o S8]}ve E }uu v lv 82 Z W ]Jv o -8ifg M yis
disposal of impacted soil in select areas in combination with a site cap (asphalt or concrete),
deedres3E] 3]}veU v u}Vv]3}E v SpE o 33 vp 3]}v }( PE}uv A § E
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2012 and February 2013, including removal of soil in select locations up to 13 feet below ground
surface (bg}y (SOURCR.13e). During excavation activities, a-&ibt diameter concrete above
ground gas tank foundation was identified beneath the north parking lot on the project site.
The tank foundation appears to extend onto a portion of the northadjacent property,
extending as far as theoutherncorner of thenorthern-adjacent buildingThe foundation,
which appeared to be a large concrete sump extending between 8 and 13degisblocated
beneath approximately 10 feet of clean fill material and asphalt pavd@RCE ViAB Soil
samples collected on top of the foundation identified dobt to 3.5foot thick layer of tarry

soil located on top of the foundation, covered wapproximately 10 feet of relatively clean fill
material. The tarry soil contained PAH concentrations up to 7,400 mg/kg (in benzo(a)pyrene
(B(a)P) equivalent concentrations). Water was also identified within the concrete tank
foundation, approximatelyfive feet below ground surface. The water level in the tank
foundation is several feet higher than groundwater.

It was determined the foundation wastructurally soundbut removal of the foundationvould

be difficult due to a numbeof significant technicathallenges and adverse impacts associated
with the potential removal $OURCE V.1BbGeotechnical challenges are associated with the
relativelyloose saturated filmaterials that are within the sump and the ability to remove the
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fill safely without compromisinthe integrity of nearby structures and infrastructure on all four
sides (buildings, sidewalks, clifinderground utility lines, etc.). Logistical challengee
associated with the large size of theundation structure relative to the small parking lot in
which it resides, and the difficulties to fiequired equipment onsite to remove the contents
(Ibid.). Terra Pacific Group (TPG) recommended a land usenaov be placed in the area of
the concrete tank foundation to prohibit disturbance of the asphalt cap and prohibit placement
of a water supply well or other structure which could disturb the foundation without prior
approval from DTSGQURCE V13

Additionally, during excavation activities associated with the remedial actiograand
wooden sidewalls of an apparesecondformer aboveground tank holder were encountered
just north of the existing office building on the project site and appearecteral beneath the
building (SOURCE V.13cWatersaturated tarry soils were encountered at a depth of
approximately 2 feebgsbeneath the planter along the northeastern corner of the buildiAg.
third former aboveground tank may have been present benglaghsouthern twaothirds of the
existing office building, based on historical map review and based on drilling refusal on the
eastern side of the buildingsQURCE V.13%Vhile no soil samples were collected beneath the
existing office building, the ideniifation of these features indicates the potential for
contamination beneath the building.

During remedial activities, approximately 5,961 tons of soil were excavated and disposed of
offsite, and 144 confirmation samples were collected from the excavagidewalls and
bottom. Pits were backfilled and restored to pegisting conditions OURCE Vdg. No
remedial excavation or sampling occurred beneath the existing office buitdirthe project

site.

Postremediation soil gas sampling was conducted between April 2013 and April 2014, which
included 17 soil gas samples and 9-sldb samples. According to ti#916 Final Remedial

Action Completion ReportSOURCE V.idsU ~E ] © 0o o A o« }@t 2085 Ndrth v«

Pacific Avenue remain at levels that warrant lédegn management. As such, a [land use
covenant] iswarranted to ensure the lonterm protection of human health associated with

E ] Lo € 3}Iv3 ulv §]}ve 8Z & E u Jve ]V stdtgs,XE dZu G KA B®SE } 0
[contamination] in soil gas would be considered safe and protective of future residential land

He (SOURCE V.1gd

A 2022 Fiverear Review Report for the Former Santa Cruz M@&ded a draft 2021 updated
vapor intrusion hekth risk evaluation, which found that the risk evaluation included in20&6

Final Remedial Action Completion Report was still vdlids review concluded that theurface
covers in the Restricted Areas (i.e., building foundations, paved parking lots, and clean topsoil
in planters) are present and provide an effective means of preventing direct exposure to known
soil residues and offsite migration of soil residussarosion and/or ruroff, and that the areas

of the site designated as restricted are used only for commercial purposes. In sum, the remedy
implemented in 2013 is functioning as intended, and the remedial action, which was
methodically evaluated by a huan health risk assessment, continues to be protective of
current populations using the project site, and those located in the immediate viciimgy2022
FiveYear Review Report alstated that the sites that make up the former MGP and include
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2035 NorthPacific Avenue are preparing draft land use covenants that would restrict residential
and sensitive land useSQURCE \&g).

In addition to proposed land use restrictions, a pomtnediation groundwater monitoring
program would be implemented, and an eqations and maintenance (O&M) plan would be
prepared and implemented under agreements between DTSC and the property owmers.
O&M agreement was completed in February 2022 atates that the O&M plarnvould detail

the required routine cap inspections, domentation postremediation groundwater
monitoring, and 5year reviews required under CERC&AURCE V.18dndV.119. The land use
covenant would enforce the O&M and maintenance of the cap features and enforce land use
restrictions at the projecsite. According to the DTSC case feRCE v ) draft land use
covenants are being prepared for the four properti@scluding the project sitehat propose
restricting residential and sensitive land us8®URCE \&4); the project site will have dand
Use Covenant executed B024 The details of the Land Use Covenant have not yet been
developed however, according to theFinal Remedial Action Completion Repd8OURCE
V.139, at a minimum, the Land Use Covenant will include the following requirements:

x All uses and development of each property (including mixed land use and/or high
density residential land use) will preserve the integrity and physical accessibility of the
capped surfaces, planters overlying impacted soils, and groundwater monitoring
wells.

x Activities that will disturb impacted soil below the capped surfaces will not be
permitted without a Soil Management Plan approved by DTSC.

x Any contaminated soil broughbtthe surface by grading, excavation, trenching or
backfilling will be managed in accordance with applicable provisions of state and
federal law and in accordance with the Soil Management Plan.

x Capped surfaces and groundwater monitoring wells will noalbered without DTSC
approval.

x Installation of wells and extraction of groundwater will not be allowed without DTSC
approval. Groundwater is currently not used for domestic or municipal water supply
at the Site.

x Use of the groundwater for beneficial usés] o o % E}Z] 1S X_

Basedon available documentation as discussed abamg; proposed disturbance of capped
surfaces, site soils, groundwater wells, and/or gubsurface tank foundation(s) on the project
sitewould requireprior DTSC approval

Figue 54 of the Final Remedial Action Completion Rep@®URCE V.1Bds included in
AttachmentA and shows key chemical concentrations in sdithe project site, representing
postremediation (i.e. current) conditions. The Final Remedial Action Completion Report, which
was completed in 2016, used the California Human Health Screening Levels (CHSSLs), which are
no longer used for remediation aluation. Dudek compared concentrations of key chemicals

in soil on the project site with currerdcreening levels, ashown in Tabled. The highest

2035 North Pacific Avenue Initial Study 53 Revised September 2022



concentrations of contaminants detected in soils on the project site are above current screening

levels forboth residential and commercial use.

Table4: Key Contaminants and Current Screening Levels

Highest Applicable Screening Levels (mg/kg)

Contaminant | concentration in soil ] ] ] ]

(TPG 2016) (mg/kg) Commercial/Industrial Residential
TPHg 220,000 2,000 SFRWQCB ESL 430 SFRWQCB ESL
TPHd 500,000 1,200 SFRWQCB ESL 260 SFRWQCB ESL
TPHmMo 230,000 180,000 SFRWQCB ESl 12,000 SFRWQCB ESL
B(a)P 7,400 0.9 ABSC 0.9 ABSC
equivalent
Naphthalene | 1,500 6.5 DTSC SSL 2 DTSC SSL
Benzene 4,400 1.4 DTSC SSL 0.33 DTSGSL
Arsenic 14.8 12 ABSC 12 ABSC
Lead 156 500 DTSC SSL 80 DTSC SSL

DTSC SSL: DTSC Human Health Risk Assessment Note 3. Recommended screening levels derived by DTSC from
EPA Screening Levels for constituents in soil, tap water, and ambient air. Cancer endpoint screening level was
used, where available.

SFBRWQCB ESL: Sandisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) Environmental

Screening Levels (ESLs) are referenced where DTSC SSLs are not available. ESLs are used statewide as

conservative screening levels for identification and evaluation of contaminaties s

TPHg: total petroleum hydrocarbons, gasoline

TPHd: total petroleum hydrocarbons, diesel

TPHmo: total petroleum hydrocarbons, motor olil

B(a)P equivalent: Benzo(a) pyrene equivalent

ABSC: Ambiedike screening concentrations (ABSC)

i. ABSC of arsenic sesented in the RAP (TPG 2012) and was determined for the project site based on
the target action level developed for the adjacent site, 125 River Street, as recommended by DTSC (TPG
2016a). Arsenic levels below 12 mg/kg are considered representativefally occurring background
concentrations.

ii. ABSC of B(a)P equivalent values were used for risk characterization of the project site (TPG 2016a).
ABSCs may be used identify areas on MGP sites that warrant remedial action or {@mg risk
management (DTSC 2009). However, this screening value does not necessarily represent a final
remediation goal. Further remediation may be warranted to allow unrestricted lapdarsd evaluation
of each individual PAH and their applicable screening value may be warranted (DTSC 2009).

Groundwater monitoring is ongoing, as outlined in the Workplan for {Reshediation

Monitoring Well Installation and Groundwater SampliB@RCE V.2Bdl hree monitoring wells

are located on the project site: MWA, MW5A, and MW/. During the most recent

PE}uv A § E u}Vv]3}E]JVP A vd « E %o} ESOUREE V.IBMIMSAYA]E }*35}(
located north of the existing building, contained concentrations of TPH and arsenic above the

target action level established in the workple&BOURCE V.18e

Impact Analysis Development of the project site could result in a release of hazardous
materials due to the presence of remaining contamination in soils on the project site. In
addition to known contamination, site featuressociated with the formeGPare likely

present below the existing building, and conditions beneath the building (i.e. levels of
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contamination) are unknown. Levels of soil contamination could be similar to levels
removed outside of the building area during remedial activjtsesh soils wouldequire
special handling, removal, and disposdath approval by DTS herefore, potential
release of hazardous materials is considergmbgentially significant impact

It appears that the subsurface foundatig¢and other foundations if found to be locad

beneath the existing office buildingyould be required to be removed to accommodate

SZ % E&}%o}e %o@E&}i S[e pv EPE}uv % Eihlsetio®/1.74c) » Jv ] S
removal of the northern foundation has been determined to be feasible with
implementation of recommendations provided in a geotechnical revis@URCE \).d

However, disturbance of the existing site cap, disturbance of project site ,soils
groundwater monitoring wellsand subsurface features, and a potential change in land

use would violate a forthcoming land use covenant for the former MGP aitdwould

therefore require additional remediation andDTSC approvalThe existing O&M

Agreement (DTSC 2022) requires the installed remedy (the cap) to be left in place.

Any soil distupance and removal of subsurface featuras a result of the proposed
projectwould be subject to provisions of a remediation plan and approval by DITSC

has indicated thafuture changes in land use, redevelopment or permanent removal of
the existing asphalt or concrete cover could result in human health risks above an
acceptable risk rangeThe results of thehealth risk assessment prepared for the
remediation conducted athe sitesuggest that levels afarcinogenic polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons(CPAHE benzene, arsenic and lead present in soils and benzene and
naphthalene in soil gas at one location at thite would require some remediation or
other form of riskmanggement (e.g., institutional controls) in the event that the existing
physical mitigating features that currently exist on site were to be removed or altered
and/or if the site were to be developed in the future for residential purposesich is

now proposed Additionally, remediation or another form of risk management (e.g.,
institutional controls) is warranted to protect the health of-site intrusive workers who
may engage in subsurface construction activi{i@®URCE V.11Lb

Prior to condudhg any onsite investigations or remediation activities, the owner of the
project site must enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) with DTSC. Once the
VCA is established, the DTSC will lead the owner of the project site through the
remediation proess. This may begin with a supplemental remedial investigation to
identify the lateral and vertical extent of residual contaminants within the gas holder tank
area as well as other site areas where known or anticipated contamination still exists. The
remedal investigation report would include an updated human health risk assessment.
The risk assessment would be used to determine clgatevels that are necessary to
make the project site suitable to accommodate the proposed uses. The results of the
investgation will assist in determining the extent of remedial actions needed for onsite
soils and will be used for developing the site RAP. The RAP will include, but not be limited
to:

X An evaluation of existing site environmental conditi@msl human health risk

X The appropriateemedial action objectives arglte cleanup goals.
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x Identification of recommended remedial alternatives that are protective of human
health and the environment.

X A detailed plan for implementation of the chosen reneddiction.

A health and safety plan.

x A CAMPprepared in accordance with the DTSC January 2020 Community Air
Monitoring Plan Guidance.

x

The investigation and remediation activities will be overseen by DTSC and the
reports/plans required by DTSC will be sutbed to DTSC for approval. Following
successful completion of the investigation and remediation activities in a manner
acceptable to DTSC, the DTSC will provide case closure for the voluntary cleanup case.
The applicant shall follow and implement all DTSCE <u]E u v3e (}E JvA «3]P §]
remediation until case closure is granted by the DTSC.

In addition, he existing building was constructdds {666 ~ }uv3C }( » vE Epul oo e
Office websité). The EPA released a partial ban on asbestogaining materials in 1989,

but a full ban on the use and marketing of asbestostaining materials did not occur
until April 2019. The United Statedso banned leatbased paint for use in housing in
1978; however, leathased paint use in commercial structures was not included in this
ban. Therefore, there is a potential for asbestamtaining materials and ledoased

paint to be present in the buildg materials. In additioruniversal waste items containing
hazardous materials (e.g. polychlorinated biphenyls, metals, and refrigerants) may be
present in the existing building. Historical subsurface features associated with the former
MGP may also coain asbestos and leaohsed paint, including transite materials.
Demolition of the existing building and removal of subsurface features could result in a
release of these hazardous building materials.

Implementation of thefollowing mitigation measurewould reduce the likelihood of a
release during construction of the proposed project, resulting Iesathan-significant
impact

MITIGATION MEASURE HAZemedial ActionPrior to excavationassociated with

project construction the applicant shall enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with

the DTSC anmhitiate the site remediationprocess The investigation and remediation
activities will be overseen by DTSC and the reports/plans redjuige DTSC shall be
submitted to DTSC for approval. The applicant shall follow pund. 0 u vS§ o0 d” [e
requirements for investigation and remediation until case closure is granted by the DTSC

The remediation process will include the following aspeotsydwver, exact activities will
be determined in conjunction with the DTSC as part of the voluntary cleagrgement
oversight

3 County of  v3§ EpIX TITiX oo ee}E[e K((] }vol]v % & o e & ZX oo
http://sccounty01.co.santaruz.ca.us/ASR/Characteristics
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x Submittal of a work plan for further site investigatjoifi determined to be
necessary by DTSC

x Site sampling and submittal @ remedial investigation repagrtincluding a
revised risk evaluatigrif determined to be necessary by DTSC

x Submittal of aRemedial Action Pan, including a Community Air Monitoring
Plan

x Completion of the remedial action in tandem with the site constructio
excavatioractivities. The remedial activities will likely include the following:

= Wastecharacterization angrofiling

= Excavation, direct loading, and fite transportation for disposal of
approximately 4,200cy of soil to an average of 11 feet deptfihe
appropriate disposal facility will be determined upon waste
characterization Written approval from the CCRWQCB or DTSC may be
required for disposal

= Excavation and removal of the gas holder tank foundation condents.
The contents of the tank foundation will be removed prior to removal of
the foundation.Health and safety air monitoring will be conductéx
naphthalene and other compoundss appropriatejn accordance with a
site-specific health and safetyian to be reviewed and approved by DTSC.
Personal protective equipment will be used in accordance whihsite-
specific health and safety plaiir monitoring will be conducted in
accordance with a DTSPproved CAMPROdor or emissions control, such
assal wetting, the use of vapor/odor suppressant foam, andige of an
Odor Boss OBOG odor control system or similar, shall be implemented if
fugitive odors or emissions above action levels are present at the site
perimeter or another monitoring station, as determined in the CAMI
accordance with the Monterey Bay AResource®istrict, odors and dust
must not cause a public nuisandéote that if additional tank foundations
are identified under the existing office building, they will also neete
removed.

= Installation of a vapor barrier or other vapor mitigation, if needed based
on arisk evaluation

x Submittal of a remedial action completion report

MITIGAITON MEASURERAZ2-Well Protection Ongoing remedial actions on the
project site require continued monitoring of the three monitoring wells, MW,
MW-5A, and MW7. The three wells on the project site may require removal,
protection, or replacement for future development of the projectesitA well
decommissioning and destruction plan shall be prepared for the management of the
monitoring wells. The decommissioning and destruction plan, which may also include
protection and/or replacement, would be written in accordance with applicableestat

and local laws and submitted to the DTSC and CCRWQCB for approval. The approved
plan shall be followed, and esite wells would be removed or protection measures
emplaced prior to construction in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
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MITIGATON MEASURE AR3-PreDemolition Hazardous Materials Survey and
Abatement Prior to demolition and construction, a hazardous building material
survey will be conductedn the project site, including the existing building and
subsurface features. The survey will be completed byCalifornia Division of
Occupational Safety and Heatthrtified asbestos consultant and a California Department
of Public Healtirertified leadinspector and will follow all federal, state, and local
requirements. Demolition or renovation plans and contract specifications shall
incorporate abatement procedures for the removal of identified materials containing
asbestos, lead, polychlorinated hignyls, mercury, refrigerants, and universal waste
items. All abatement work shall be done in accordance with federal, state, and local
regulations, including those of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (which
regulates disposal), Occupational Safatyl Health Administration, U.S. Department

of Housing and Urban Development, California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (which regulates employee exposure), and the Monterey Bay Air
Resources District.

(c) Hazardous Emissiork&he projectite is located approximately 0.13 miles east of east of the
Holy Cross Grammar School. However, the project consists of residential and office uses and
would not involve emissions of hazardous materials. Therefaempactwould occur.

() Emergency Rpsnse.Existing and proposed access to the project site is from River Street,
or Mission Street. The project would not include any changes to existing public roadways that
provide emergency access to the site. Therefore, the project would havmpactrelated to
interference with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans

(q) WildlandFire Hazard }@E JvP 8} u %+ A 0}% Géheral Pan 2036ad .
included in the General PIdBIR the project is not located in an area of fire haza{dOURCE
V.1bDEIRFigure 4.61). The project site is located within an urban development area,
approximately 0.4 milesnorthaZ  ]3C[+ }Av & TAe ssitécommercial and residential
uses andhe proposedprojectwould be within the existing devgbment footprint of the site
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, resulting inlessthan-significant impact See also section
V.20 below.

10. Hydrology and Water Quality

(a) Water QualityThe principal surface water drainage in the City is the San Lorenzo River,
whichis locatedapproximately690 feet east of the project arealhe project site is relatively

flat with 12375 squarefeet of impavious area. The slope along the westerly portion of the
property is the only natural exposed area. The remainder of the site is covered with hardscape
from past development.

h@E& v Euvi(( v IBZ|E NHPWE _ ]« Z P « E & Ppo § C sz
Water Act (CWA), through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
program that has been implemented in two phases through the CalifdReigional Water
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Quality Control Boards (RWQCB). Phase | regulations, effective since 1990, require NPDES
permits for stormwater discharges for certain specific industrial facilities and construction
activities, and for municipalities with a population sigeeater than 100,000. Phase I
regulations expand the NPDES program to include all municipalities with urbanized areas and
municipalities with a population size greater than 10,000 and a population density greater than
1,000 persons per square mile. Phdlseegulations also expand the NPDES program to include
construction sites of one to five acres.

Construction activity on projects that disturb one or more acres of soil must obtain coverage

pv €& SZ ~S § [+ '"v E o W Eu]S (}E& |]ssdciger with Constiud@iant S &
Activity (Construction General Permit,-98-DWQ). Construction activity subject to this permit

includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation.

The Construction General Permit reqgsrthe development and implementation of a Storm

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must list best management practices
(BMPs) that the discharger will use to protect stormwater runoff and the placement of those

BMPs. A Notice of Intent (NODand SWPPP must be prepared prior to commencement of
construction. Proposed grading and development on the project site would disturb more than

i €& v US3ZusU 8Z % E}i 3§ Alpo *ui 8§ 8} %E % E]VP A
requirements and BMWeU + 3§ ]Jo ]Jv 8Z ~S}EUA S E <3 DV PuUuvs W
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The City of Santa Cruz (City) has developed a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) in
order to fulfill the requirenents of the Phase Il NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm
Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) (General Permit) and to
reduce the amount of pollutants discharged in urban runoff. In compliance with the Phase I
regulations,5Z ]8C[* }Ju% E Z ve]A ~tDW ]Je¢ +]Pv &} E u 38Z ] .
to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) and to protect water quaiQURCE V.IxEIR

volume).

/v i660U 8Z 18C }( ~v8 @Epl  }%S$ v }JE Jv v n RyGBF "3} Eu 1
WloousS]}v }vSE}o_ ~ Z %S E ioXido }( §Z ]SC[e Duv] 1% o } -
DvPuvsWEIPE ulv JE v Al§8Z §Z ZtY [ & <u]E u vieX 0
prohibited discharges and required Best Management Practices (BiPsynstruction and

new development.

Project constructiorwould notresult in water quality degradatio he project wouldesult in
construction ofa newmixed-used building and underground garage with approximately 12,106
square feet ofimpervious surface. Postevelopment runoff ratesvould not exceed pre
development rates as the project will be reducing the amount of impervious surface currently
at the site. However, the project would be required to adhereG@dy stormwater regirements

that would avoid or reduce potential impacStorm water treatment for the roof areas will be
accomplished through the us# in-line downspout filtration units, ifine catch basin filtration

unit and permeable pavement walkways site (SOURCE 8). Therefore,stormwater runoff as

a result of the proposed development would not result in adverse impacts to water quaaiity

the impact would bdess than significant
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(b) GroundwaterThe project site is located within the West Santa Gremace groundwater
basin BOURC¥ 1bDEIR Section 4.5Groundwater was measured at a depth of about 16 feet in
the two Cone Penetrometer Test locations. Groundwater was not encountered in the other
borings.The project site is not located within a watsupply aquifer.The project would not
include groundwater wells and would continue to receive municipal water from the City of
Santa Cruz. Therefore, the project woblaveno impacton groundwatersupplies or recharge

(c) DrainageThere are no existgn storm drainage systems in North Pacific Avenliee
proposed project would result in@decreasean runoff due toincreasng the amount opervious
surfaceswith establishing new drainage structures, and increasing the amount of landscape
areas adjacent to the siteThe project would not result in alteration of existing drainage
patterns. The project woulddecreasethe net impervious area on the sitgy 270 guare feet.
Runoff would be captured and dispersed usingine downspout filtration units, idine catch
basin filtrations units, and permeable pavemeAn increase of landscaping would provide
areas of bioretention, thus decreasing surface runoff. Blystem would be designed in
accordance with City regulations and no-gite retention is required. Therefore, the project
would not alter existing drainage pattern or result in substantial increases in reewffting in
no impact

(d) Flood andTsunami ZonesThe project site is located within a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) flood hazard ag@URCE V.IbEIR Figure 4.1), but isnot in a
tsunami inundation zoneSOQURCE V. EIR Figure 42). As indicated in 10a above, the projec
includes water quality treatment measures that would pteeat stormwater runoff in
accordance with City requirementBherefore, the project would result mo impactrelated to
release of pollutants in flood or tsunami zones.

(e) Conflict with PlansThe project site is locateapproximately 689 feet from the San Lorenzo

River Water quality objectives are included in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central

Caastal Basin (Basin Pldo) protection of surface water and groundwater quality in the Central

Coast Region. This Basin Plan lists beneficial uses for surface waters and describes the water

quality objectives that must be maintained to allow those usé® proposed project would

not result in new discharges or conflict with provisions in the Basin Plan as all stormwater would
]JE 3§ ]Jv8} 8Z ]3C[e *3}Eu -ealmenmt@rdischabgedl Xisd&udace flow

over existing vegetation away frol@an Lorenzo Rivewhich wouldprevent water quality

degradation ] v JE v Al3Z 8Z 13C[e *3}EUA § E E <pu]E u vieX

water management plan for the area in which the project is located has not yet been prepared.

Therefore, the projet would not conflict with adopted water quality or groundwater plans.

11. Land Use and Planning

(a) Physical Division of Communityne project site is located in an existigyveloped area of
the City, and the proposed project consists of redevelopmeiinoéxisting site. Therefore, the
project wouldnot physically divide an establishedmmunity andwvould result inno impact

(b) Consistency with Local Policies/Plafse proposed mixeelse project is consistent with
General Plan and zone district designations for the sitmvever, the western portion of the
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proposed building is located within approximately 7.5 feet of58& percent slopes with one
segment at the southwescorner of the building being located within 3 to 6 feet 350+
percentslopes. The project, therefore, requireskpe development permit pursuand the
]SC[* *0}% @& Ppo S]}ve ¢« § (}ESZ v S$Z 24130Q3@dDtendrogfsthso } ¢ §
within 2010feet of a36-50 percent slopeThe General Plan also includes policies to discourage
development on unstable slopes (Policy H6T2)e geotechnical investigations conducted for
the project did not identify potential impacts related to sthiyi of adjacent slopes as a result
of construction and operation of the projedtith implementationof recommendations in the
project geotechnical report and Mitigation Meassr&EQGL and recommended conditions of
approvasEQ2, the project would notesult in slope instability problems as discussed above in
subsection 1V.7(c) and would not conflict with regulations or policies regarding slope setbacks.

12. Mineral Resources

There are no mines or areas of known mineral resources within the StyRCE.1b-DEIR.
Therefore, the project woultiaveno impacton mineral resources.

13. Noise

(a) Generation oBSubstantiaNoiselncreasesTheproject site currently supporta commercial
office. Theproposed projectwould demolish the existing building ar@bnstruct a 3story
mixeduse building, which includes a ground floor office and two stories of residential Anits
underground garage would also be constructed at the project Sitee additional residential
units would not result in a substantial in@®e of new noise sources levels compared to the
existing noise levelassociated witin the area, which consists of a mix of commercial and
residential usesThe proposed projeatvould result imoor and outdooractivities similar to
existing uses anevould not generate substantialnew noise sourcetevels Therefore, the
project would not result in generation of a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels, resulting in Bessthan-significant impact

Project construction includingexcavationand site remediation activitiesywould result in a
temporary increase in existing noise levels during exéanand construction of the project.
Noise impactsesulting from construction depend on the noise generated by various pieces of
construction equydment, the timing and duration of noisgenerating activities, and the
distance between construction noise sources and ngisesitive receptors, as well as existing
ambient noise levels. Noise generated during construction would vary throughout the
constmuction period and on any given day, depending on the construction phase and the type
and amount of equipment used at the construction site. The highest noise levels would be
generated during grading of the site, with lower noise levels occurring durinigliroyi
construction and finishing. The areas immediately adjacent to the project site are generally
commercial uses, although residential uses are located to the northeast. However, overall,
construction noise levels would be temporary, shtmtm, and flu¢uate throughout the course

}( %o E&}i 8§ }veSEQM S]J}vX dZ & €& v} eSv E& - ]Jv §8Z ]SC[* "V
that regulae onstruction impacts although section 9.36.10(e) permits construction of
specified activitiesbetween the hours of 10 PM and 8 AM with City approvBlcause
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construction noise impacts would be temporary, the impact of construction noise wmaild
consideredess than significant

(b) Generation of Excessive Vibrati@onstruction activities can causénation that varies in
intensity. The use of pile driving and vibratory compaction equipment typically generates the
highest constructiosrelated groundborne vibration levelsConstruction and operational
activities associated with the project, includingenholition are not expected to create
significant sources of groundborne vibrations or other excessive noise events as no equipment
is anticipated to be used that would generate substantial groundborne vibrakionvever,
removal of a remaining undergrourabncrete gas tank holder foundatias part of the site
remediationcould involve use of impact equipment that could cause vibration, affecting the
nearby structure north of the project sitd?roject constructionincludes excavation for an
underground parkig garage near the bottom of the adjacesdcending slope. The depth of
excavation is about 12 feet below existing grade. Based on the underlying soil conditions and
excavation depth, it is anticipated that a shoring system for excavatithrconsst of solder

piles (steel beams) and wood lagging and that the drilling equipment used to instédr goles

would not generate significant vibratigralthough vibration monitoring during construction
was recommended SOURCE M9. Subsequent reviews imchte that use of low vibratory
equipment should be used to remove the underground tank founda8@URCE V.1Dd

MITIGATION MEASURE i(Requireuse of lowvibratory equipment for excavation

and ground improvement as set forth in project geotechnicalestigations and
require vibration monitoring during excavation and installation of shoring system in
accordance with recommendations by project geotechnical engineers and implement
remedial measures, if needed, if monitoring shows evidence of slopabitity or
potential damage to adjacent structures

(c) Location Near AirparThe project site is not located near a public airport or private airstrip
therefore no impactwould occur

14. Population and Housing

(a) Population Growthirhe City had a population 6&,075people as of January 2022(SOURCE
V5eX ¢ }v 8Z ]8C[e /E]*3]vP A @E3Rhe piopesd}wojecFle }( ]3]}V
of 26 apartmentswould result in a maximum population increaskapproximatelyé1 people,
resulting in a total City population 4,136 E ] v3e AZ v §} §Z 1SCJ-
population. This is within the regional population forecas68f845for the Aty of Santa Cruz

for the year2025(SOURCE V .Bal' herefore, the proposed project would not substantially induce
unplanned population growthTherefore, the increase in population would be within planned
growth, and the project would result inlassthan-significant impact

(b) Displacement of Peaplor Housing The project would result i@6 new residential ums.
Currently, there are no residential units at the project s#tedtherefore the proposed project
would not result in the displacement of people or housifigerefore, the project wouldesult
in no impact.
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15. Public Services

(&b, d-e) Fire, Police, Parks, and Other Public Servitles.proposed projeatvould be served

by existing public services. The projeabuld have no measurable effect on existing public
services in that the incremental increase in demarlild not require expansion of any services

to serve the project. Construction of new fire or police facilities to serve the project would not
be warranted. Mw developmentwould be required to install automatic fire sprinklers and
alarms in accordance with City requirements and comply with other Fire Department
recommendations regarding access.

e Jv] S8 v ~ 8]1}v /11X }JA U §Z ] £a@hptdered cEnstruaom of /Z
approximately 3,80 residential units throughouihe City to the year 20366QURCE V.IXEIR
volume). The proposedonstruction of the 3story mixedused building and underground garage
would be within the overall amount of re®dtial development evaluatedt a program leveh
the General Plan EIR, and this Initial Study tiers off and incorporates by reference the General
Plan EIR for public services as discussed in Section III.B &heVelR analyses concluded that
impacts ofpotential development and buildout accommodated by the General Plan would be
lessthan significant for fire and police protection services and parks and recreation. (The
analyses are included on pages-83%to 4.640 of the Draft EIR volume and page$3to 3-22
of the Final EIR volume.) Since the size of the proposed project would fall within the total
amount of potential development analyzed in the General Plan EIR, no further analysis is
required regarding public servicessy $Z % E}i 5[ HuibBessthar gignificant

(c) SchoolsThe project wouldesult in future construction oin 22 one bedroom apartment
units and 4 studio apartmentnits. The proposedinitswould be served by the Santa Cruz City
SchoolsThe projectwould result in arestimated enrollment increase of less than one student
throughout all grades based on student enrollment factors included in the General Plan EIR
(SOURCE Whl DEIR volume Schools serving theroject site (WestlakeElementary, Branciforte
Middle Schooland Harbor High Schodiave capacity to serve the project based on current
enrollments, and expansion would not be required to serve the profixt.) The project
would be required to pay school impact fees that are collected at the time of issuarece of
building permit.Therefore, the project would result inlassthan-significantimpact on public
schools.

16. Recreation

As indicated in Section IIl.B abovieZ ]1SC[* 'V & 0o Wo Vv /Z }ve] & JvesS
approximately 3,36 residential units throughouthe City to the year 20306QURCE V.1IbEIR

volume). Thus, theconstruction of a mixedise building including office space and 26 residential

units would be within the overall amount of residential development evaluated ptagram

level in the General Plan EIR, and this Initial Study tiers off and incorporates by reference the
General Plan EIR fqublic services, as discussed in Section Ill.B abdwe.EIR analyses
concluded that impacts of potential development and buidtlaccommodated by the General

Plan would be leghan significant for parks and recreatiofl.he analyses are included on pages

4.6-37 to 4.640 of the Draft EIR volume and page$®Bto 322 of the Final EIR volum&)ven

that the proposed project woulde within the overall amount of residential development
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17.

Aops JvsZ '"vEoWovVv /ZU 3SZ % E}i 5[« Ju%e 3 IV % Ele v
be less than significant

Transportation/Traffic

(a) Conflict with Circulation Plan, Policy, odiBance The project site i©®n North Pacific

Avenue near its intersection with River Stre@heGeneral Plan 203icludes goals, policies

and actions that set forth comprehensive measures to reduce vehicle trips, increase vehicle

occupancy,encourage use of alternative transportation modes, and promote alternative

sustainable land use patterns, all of which would help reduce vehicle trips, and avoid and

minimize adverse impacts related to trafficl Z ]3C[* ' v E 0o Wo v «3@B4A « 3} u
3 0]*Z "o Ao}(e+* EA] _ }E 385 E 3§ ¢]Pv>0Alo }y® @EA]3]}v

(LOS) is typically used to evaluate traffic operations, in which operating conditions range from
>SKA A {LO0EA]VPe 8} >KA -fick). Galt}al endeavors to maintain a target LOS at

§Z S8E ve]3]}v SA v >K~ v }v 788 Z]PZA C ( ]Jo]8] X dz

acceptsa lower level of service and higher congestion at major regional intersections if

necessary improvements would beopibitively costly or result in significant, unacceptable

environmental impacts (M3.1.4).

In the project area, the Highway River Street (Highway $)tersection iscurrently operating

at unacceptable LOS during the weekday PM peak hour based on CityCaltrans LOS
standards(SOURCE \h1DEIR volunje Improvements are planned dhis intersection, although
improvementswould improve operations, but would not result in an acceptable LOS of D or
better. However,the City has historically accepted a lower LOS at these intersections, which
would be considered major intersections, and are also included in the existing General Plan as
deficient intersections for which a lower LOS would be accemed/RCE V)ia

Impact AnalysisThe proposegbrojectwould result inan increase ofpproximatelyl73

daily trips and17 PM peak hour vehicle tripgased on standard trip generation rates

]Jv op lv &z 13C[+ }AvVS8}Av Wo v SQURCHEI wWpbeWwhilez ~
improvemeris are plannedat the Highway 1/River Street intersectiothe City has

accepted a lower LOS these regional intersectiongdditionally, the project would be

required S} % C $Z ]SC[e SCE ((] Ju% S ( § §Z Slu }( pu]o ]v
project would not affect the performance of transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.
Therefore, the project wouldv}$ }v(o] 8 A]S8Z %0 ve }E %}o0] ]« E P d
circulation system, resuttgin no impact

(b) Conflicts with State CEQA GuidelineEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)
codifies the switch from LOS to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the metric for transportation
analysis pursuant to statlegislation adopted in 2013n September 2013 Governor Brown
signed Senate Bill 743 which made significant changes to how transportation impacts are to be

ee e pv E Y X M 6081 ]JE S 3Z '}A EVv}IE[* K((] }( Wo vv]v
develg a new metric to replace LOS as a measure of impact significance and suggests vehicle
miles travelled as that metric. According to the legislation, upon certification of the guidelines,
automobile delay, as described solely by LOS shall not be considesgghificant impact
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(Section 21009(a)(2)). SB 743 also creates a new CEQA exemption for certain projects that are
consistent with the regional Sustainable Communities Strategy.

The City of Santa Cruz adopted a VMT transportation threshold on June®in2@&cordance
with CEQA and state requirements. The threslgaderally establishes that a project exceeding

a level of 15% below the Countyide average VMihay be a significant transportation impact.
dz ] Qiflelines to determine whether a land use project is within the VMT threshold
includes ascreening process in which situations are identified under which projects are
determined not have a significant impact and further analysis is not required. Cityesteew

of preliminary screening maps indicate that gh@ject siteis located in an area with VMT lower
than the County averagédditionally, projects within one hathile of an existing major transit
stop would be expected to result in a lebsn-significant impact §OURCE2¢). The project site

is located withinone-half of a major transit stop (Water Street/Ocean Street intersection).
Thus, the project would nofE epos ]v *]PVv](] vS Ju% S €& o § §} sDd
adopted thresholdand would notconflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3 resulting imo impact

() DesigrSafety The proposed driveway has been designed in accordance with City
requirements, and there are no access designs that would substantially increase hazards.
Therefore, the project wouldesult inno impactrelated to project design that could result in
subsantial increases in hazards

(d) Emergency Accesghe project has been designed in accordance with City police and fire
department requirements and would provide for adequate emergency acdéssefore, the
project wouldresult inno impactrelated toemergency access.

18. Tribal Cultural Resources

As indicated abovim Sectiond/15 and 9 the project site was part of a larger property that was
a commercial gas manufacturing plaginvironmental review conducted for soil remediation
at the siteincluded a records search at CHRIS asdcaed lands search request to the Native

u @] v, ]S P }luulee]}v ~E , X E, E *%}V §Z § ~"E §]A
E *JuE « A E v}3] v3](] JandiBattheE herado kABwn archaeoldgal
resourceswithin the surveyed areaSOURCE V.11b

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 requires that California lead agencies consult with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a
proposed poject, if so requested by the tribe. AB 52 also specifies that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significant of a tribal cultural resource (TCR)
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environmBefined in Section 21074(a)

of the Public Resources Code, a TCR is a site feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or
object, which is of cultural value to a California Native American #ilds either listed in or

eligible for listing in the &ifornia Register of Historical Resources or a local historic register, or

the lead agency, at its discretion, chooses to treat the resource as a TCR.
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19.

a-b) Tribal Cultural Resources and Consultatibime California Public Resources Code section
TiI160XT 8 0]eZ « 8Z 8§ "€ « % E&}i 3§ Al3Z v (( 83Z 353 uC - .
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on
§Z VAJE}vu v3X_ dZ Wp o] Z «}uEd agerjcy tadonpyltEvith any
California Native American tribe that requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed projdat.April 2022, the City received a
request from the Amah Mutsun TribakBd of Costanoan/Ohlone Indians that their tribe is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the City and requests notice of
proposed projects pursuant to CEQA Public Resources Code section 21080.3. The request was
received afterthe proposed project was determined to be complete, and thus notification is

not required.

While there are no known tribal cultural resources meeting the above definition on the project

site, the project site is located within an area identified as fesensitive for archaeological
resourcesWhile no known TCRs are located on the project site, it is possible that ground
disturbing activities would have the potential to encounter unknown subsunfeseurces, the

discovery of which would be subject tegeedures outline in City regulations as described in
sectionVB. * §]}v T0XiTXaT1i }( $Z ]1SC[* Duv] 1% o } =« 8« (}ESZ §Z
in the event that unknown archaeological materials are unearthed during construction, as
described in Semn VI5 above.Thus, the project would have a leggn-significant impact on

tribal cultural resourcesTherefore, the proposed project would resultmo impactto tribal

cultural resources.

Utilities and Service Systems

(a) Relocation or Constructiaf Utilities The projectwould be served by existing utilities. The
project would not include extensionor relocation of utilities, and there would result imo
impact

(b) Water SupplyThe project site is located within the service area of the City of Santa Cruz

Water Department, which serves an approximate-s2uaremile area. The service area

includes the entire City of Santa Cruz, adjoining unincorporated areas of Santa Cruz &ounty,

small part of the City of Capitola, and coastal agricultural lands north of the City. Water is

SE § § §Z ]8C[* " Zu ,]Joot 8§ E dE Su vsS Wo vsS ~'", tdW-U
which is treated as part of the Beltz well system.

Water Supplies.d Z ]13C[+ A S E *Ce3 u ]J* }Ju% E]- O (JLE u Jv <}ud
Lorenzo River diversions (including the Tait wells); North Coast spring and creeks; Loch Lomond
Reservoir; and the Beltz wells. Over thesst decade, the North Coaspurces represented 26

percent of the total water supply, the San Lorenzo River represented 55 percent, Newell Creek

(Loch Lomond Reservoir) represented 14 percent, and Beltz wells contributed the remaining

5 percent EOURCE V .Ra

Water DemandWaterdem v Jv §Z ]3C[s A § E - EA] E Z -+ (op Su §
years. The 2015 UWMP indicates that water consumption in the service area ranged between
nearly 3,800 MGY in 2006 to approximately 2,500 MGY in Z18RCE V.parhe 2015 water
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demand vas during the second year of a severe drought with water use restrictions and
rationing in place.

In November 2021, the City adopted the 2020 UWMP, which reported that annual water use
has decreased since the early 2000s and annual wagerfell to a legl of about 2.5 billion
gallons, similar to the level experienced during the 1970s drought. However, in 2020, demand
was still at a similar level as 2015, about 2.6 billion gallons, despite several years abeve long
term average rainfall from 2016 and 20ZRurrent projections forecast that water use over the
next 25 years, including projected population growth, will increase at a very slow rate to reach
approximately 2.8 billion gallons per year by 2086 §RCE \dp

t]SZ Ju%o u vs S]}v }( §Z ]SC[e %o @E} %o} A s E E]Pzse u} ](]
augmentation strategies as summarized below, the City projects having sufficient water
available in normal years and single dry years to serve anticipated demand tlondutlie

20202045 UWMP planning period}JA A GEU $§Z ]8C[* 1111 htDW % @& -] §+ §Z §
year drought conditions in the near term (2025) with proposed water rights modifications but
before implementation of the planned aquifer storage and recovA§R) facilities and planned
infrastructure projects, available supplies would meet projected demand in years one through

four of the multtyear drought scenario, but would fall short of demand by 27 percent in year

five, although such a shortage could ocsaoner and persist longer through a multiple dry year

period. Under multiyear drought conditions after 2030, with implementation of the ASR and
planned infrastructure projects, available supplies would meet projected demand in years one
through four ofthe multi-year drought scenario, and the yefive shortage is anticipated to be
substantially reduced with projected shortages no larger than a negligible two percent or five
percent with consideration of climate change parameters in dry yesd§RCE \dp

The 2020 UWMP indicates that while the @styulnerable to water shortages during later years of

a multiple dry year period primarily due to the limitation in when and how much water is available
to meet system demand, exacerbated by a lack of gieraithin the system, the City is actively
planning and implementing a number of projects and major investments in the water system
designed to secure future water supply reliability. Since 2015, the City of Santa Cruz has been
pursuing a Water Supply Augmiation Strategy (WSAS) developed by the Water Supply Advisory
Committee, a citizen committee, which was formed in 2014 by Santa Cruz City Council with the
charge to analyze potential solutions to deliver a safe, adequate, reliable, affordable and
envirormentally sustainable water supply for the City of Santa Cruz. The WSAS portfolio elements,
which are being pursued on a concurrent timeline, include:

x Element 0: Demand Management.Demand Management, or conservation, is not
considered a water supply for thmirposes of the UWMP, but is addressed in the UWMP
2020.

x Element 1: Transfers and Exchangé@&sie City has been piloting water transfers to the
Soquel Creek Water District since 2018, as water supplies are available, under a
cooperative piloting agreemerthat extends through 2025. Potential water transfers and
exchanges with local water districts in addition to the Soquel Creek Water District, include
Central Water District, Scotts Valley Water District, and San Lorenzo Valley Water District,
whichwouldb ( Jo]$ § C 3Z ]5C[* % E}%}e A S & E]PZ3- u}
use as briefly summarized below.
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x Element 2:Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASRhe City has been evaluating the
feasibility of ASR in both the Santa Cruz Hamlnty and in the &ta Margarita
Groundwater Basins, with current work primarily focused on the portion of Santa Cruz
Mid-County Basin within the City of Santa Cruz service area. Pilot testing has been
conducted at the existing Beltz 8 and Beltz 12 well facilities to bettderstand potential
water quality and operational constraints. Implementation of ASR also may occur in the
future in the Santa Margarita Groundwater Basin.

x Element 3. Recycled Water or Desalinatiorollowing completion of the 2017
Desalination Feasilty Update Review Report, further study of recycled water has been
prioritized over study of seawater desalination. The City is continuing to examine the use
of recycled water through commissioned engineering studies. The 2018 Recycled Water
Facilities Planing Study recommendation includes two projects that would provide non
potable reuse in the City. The City is also committed to exploring other reuse
}%0 %0} ESUV]S] U Jv op JVPW }}E ]Jv 8]}v A]S§Z ~lcp o E | t 8§
Soquel project, expring groundwater replenishment and reuse at Beltz Well system, and
exploring groundwater replenishment and reuse in Santa Margarita Groundwater Basin
(SOURCE VRc

The City is also pursuing the Santa Cruz Water Rights Project to support the implementation of

§Z tAM~AX dZ % E}i 8 JvA}oA « 3Z u} 1(]1 381}v }( 8Z ]8C[e FAE]-3]
8Z (0o A£]10]8C }(8Z A S8 E +Ce3 u @ thwhHiz&ulfhuePwater withiiIC[« o]
EleS]vP 00} S]}veX dZ]e % E}i § o0°} ]Jv JE%}E § « Jvs} §Z ]
E <Pu]E u vse (JE o0 }( 8Z ]3C[e ~uCE( AsS E «}pE + AZz]
anadromous fisheries. The primary compaits of the Santa Cruz Water Rights Project include:

X Water rights modifications related to place of use, method of diversion, points of
diversion and rediversion, underground storage and purpose of use, extension of time,
and stream bypass requirements for fish habitats;

X Water supply augmentation componentincluding new aquifer storage and recovery
(ASR) facilities at unidentified locations, ASR facilities at the existing Beltz Well facilities,
water transfers and exchanges and intertie improvements; and

X Surface water diversion improvements, includinge tkelton Diversion fish passage
improvements and the Tait Diversion and Coast Pump Station improvenm&DtRCE
V.29.

In addition, as required by California Water Code and to manage risks due to water supply
shortages that can be expected in the fututbe 2020 UWMP includes a Water Shortage

}v3]vP v C Wo v §Z § E ¢ « Z}A 3Z ]8C[+ A 8 & +C+3 u A}po
shortage emergency that arises as a result of drought, which could result in required customer
water use reductionsSOURCE.29. Furthermore, the City continues to administer its water
conservation program, has completed a Conservation Master Plan.

When any new water service is connected to the City system, it is charged a System
Development Charge (SDC) that is to be usedb whatever needs to be done to the s
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to accommodate new demand portion of that SDC is dedicated to funding and administering
water conservation projects that help to offset the increased demand.

Impact AnalysisThe proposed projeatould resut in increased potable water demand,
which would not be substantial and could be served by existing City water sypyhies
would be adequate to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry yeaigherefore the impact idess than significant

The proposed projeatvould result in future construction ad mixeduse project with 26
residential units and office space that is approximately egualquare footage as the
existing office building. The project is estimated to result in a net increase of
approximately0.5 MGY based on water demand raidentified in the ] 3 @General Plan
2030EIR Current water supplies are adequate during norraatl most drought years,
except for later years in a mulfiear drought,to serve the project. Th@020 UWMP
predicts that water supplies will be adequate in normahd single dryears to serve
estimated growth within the City of Santa Cruz water servicea.aUnder present
conditions, there are adequate supplies to serve pheject and reasonablforeseeable
developmentduring normaland singledry yearconditions.

The2020UWMP documents a trend of declining water demand since the year 2000, and
total water demand is projected tmcrease at a very slow ratever the 20year UWMP
period due to continued implementation of conservation programs and other measures.
The UWMP pojects adequate water supplies in normal and sirdylg years However,
projections for the yeaR025estimate a shortfalin the fifth year of a multyear drought
Vv }voC u]v]u o *Z}ES( 00 HE]VP §Z]* % E]} A]3Z Ju%eo u v
water augmentation strategieSOURCE \dp Current water supplies are adequate during
normal and singledry years to serve the projecand other reasonably foreseeable
development During periods of dry years and drought, water customers would be subject
to water curtailment as enacted by the City. A multiple dry year scenario would require
U}YE °*p 5 v3] o HES Jou v3 }( oo A S E pedlu E+X ,}JA A E
minimal demand (less than one hundredth of one percent of the total water seaveze
demand) would not have significant effects on the levels of water supply or curtailment
that would be required throughout the service area. Therefore, the impact of increased
water demand on water supplies due to the proposed project is consideradties
significant as there are sufficient supplies from existing sources to serve the project.

The City also considered availability of water supplies to serve the project and other

NE }v 0oC (}E - o (MSpE A 0}%u vs _]v JE v Alsz
CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G). Reasonably foreseeable development was determined to
be§Z}e % E}i S 8Z 38 E pv E }JVveSEQU S]}IV IE %W EIA A]:
Based on this review, approximateély@90residential units250hotel rooms, an8,200

square feet of commerciaindustrial and officaises would be considerable reasonably
foreseeable as projects have been approved or are under construction. Based on City

4 Based on review of City cumulatiygojects (see https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/government/city
departments/planningand-community-development/planninedivision/activeplanningapplicationsand-status
and review with Santa Gz County Planning Department.
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water demand ratesnd projections reasonably foreseeable development could result
in a water demand of approximate6b MGY and apmximately66 MGY with the water
demand associated with the proposed Project. Based on the water demand Based on the
UWMP supply projections, adequate supplies would be available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable development in normal andleiyear droughtperiods. Water
supplies would be deficient during multiple dry years without implementation of the
]3C[* %0 vv A § E uPu v3 3]}v «8E 8§ P] X ,}JA A EU §Z
and reasonably foreseeable development represents abwatpercent of total demand,
which would not result in more stringent contingency measures than already anticipated
for a multiple dry year period. Therefore, water supplies are sufficient to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable development, and impact is less than significant.

As described abovéhe City continues to administer its water conservation program, has
completed a Conservation Master Plan, and is implementing a water augmentation plan.
The Cityhas defined water supply augmentatistrategies that are being studied in order

to provide increased production between 2020 and 2035 to address potential drought
shortages.The plan includes the pursuit of the following portfolio of options: continued
and enhanced conservation programs; gi&e recharge of regional aquifers; active
recharge of regional aquifers; and a potable supply using advanced treated recycled
wastewater or desalinated water if recycled water did not meet City nedtiese
prospective sources are still under evaluati@nwater transfer pilot program is underway

for the passive recharge strategy.

(c) Wastewater Treatment Capacifyhe projectwould be served by existing utilities, and the

v EoWov /Z }vop §Z § 8Z ]8C[* A 3 A § @qgaa@®tosu vs ( ]
handle growth and development accommodated by the General Plan and would not require
expansion or construction of facilities to serve future growth. As indicated in setit®albove,

§Z ]SC[s ' v E o Wo v deMZlophwent of@&pproximately 3,350 residential units

and 3,140,000 square feet of commercial, office, and industrial development within the City to
the year 2030%0URCE V.1b, DEIR voluniehe proposed project is within the remaining unbuilt
residential units evaluatedin the General Plan E#R discussed in section IVIBieGeneral Plan

EIR analyses concluded that impacts of potential development and buildout accommodated by
the General Plan would be less than significant for wastewater treatn$ntethe size of the
proposed project would fall within the total amount of potential development analyzed in the
General Plan EIR, as well as remaining undeveloped residential units, and this Initial Study tiers
off and incorporates by reference the GenerarPEIR for public utility and service systems,
increased wastewater generated by the project would result lassthan-significant impact

on wastewater treatment capacity(The General Plan EIR analyses are included on pages 4.6
41 to 4.643 of the Drat EIR volume.)

(d-e) Solid Waste Disposdlhe' v E o Wo v /Z }v opu §Z 8§ §Z ]8C[* o vV
adequate to handle growth and development accommodated by the General Plan and would

not require expansion or construction of facilities to sewvife growth. As indicated in section

/s X JA U 8Z ]8C[* 'v E o Wov /Z }ve] & A 0}%u v3 }(
residential units and 3,140,000 square feet of commercial, office, and industrial development

within the City to the year 203(BOURE V.1b, DEIR volujp@nd the proposed project is within
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the total and remaining unbuilt residential units. The EIR analyses concluded that impacts of
potential development and buildout accommodated by the General Plan would be less than
significant for elid waste disposalince the size of the proposed project would fall within the
total amount of potential development analyzed in the General Plan EIR, as well as remaining
undeveloped residential units, and this Initial Study tiers off and incorpotatesference the
General Plan EIR for public utility and service systswig] waste generated by the project
would result in dessthan-significant impacbn landfill capacity(The General Plan EIR analyses
are included on pages 443 to 4.6-44 of the Draft EIR volume.)

Wildfire

(a) Emergency Plangxisting and proposed access to the projsité vianorth is at the
intersection atRiver Streeand North Pacific Avenud-rom the southwest the project may be
accessed at théntersection of Mission Streeand North Pacific Avenud-rom the southeast
the project may be accessed the intersection oBulkheadStreet and North Pacific Avenue
approaching from the southeasiThe project includesonstruction of a3-story mixeduse
building which includes ground floor office spacand parking 26 residential units, and an
underground parking structurélhe proposeglans wouldnot include any changes to existing
public roadways that provide emergency access to the site. Theretfoeeproject would not
substantially impair an adopted emergency response or evacuptamandwould result inno
impact

(b-d) Wildfire Impacts and Exposurdhe project site is not located in orear a state
responsibility aregSOURCE 1&-DEIRFigure 4.61). The potential for wildlands fires represents
hazards where development is adjacent to open space or within close proximity to wildland
fuels or designated fire severity zon@$ie proposed project is located in an urban environment
and the poject would not exacerbate wildfire risks with the additiofh a new mixeduse
building.Therefore, the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks, resultingammpact.

(cd) Fire HazardsI'he proposedproject would be constructed imn existing developed area

and would not require the installation of infrastructure that would exacerbate fire riske
project site and adjacent parcels to the north, east, and south are located in a generally flat
topographyand would not resultn downsteam flooding, or landslides, or expose people and
structures to significant risk as a result of péis¢ slope instability, or drainage changd$e
project site and surrounding area an®t prone to high fire activity andhe event ofsevere
postfire impacts would be unlikelyThereforethe projectand surrounding areavould not
expose people or structures to a significant risk related to wildfires, resultingimpact.See

also section 1V.9(g) above.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

(a) Qualiy of the EnvironmentAlthough potentially significant impact twultural resourcess
identified, which can be mitigated to a ledsan-significant level, there are no known or
recorded resources on the project site, and the proposed project wound rastlt in
elimination of important examples of major period of California history or prehistati
implementation of mitigation measure3 he project would have a lefisan-significant effect
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on biological resources with implementation of mitigation meees regarding pre
construction surveys for nesting bird¥he project would not degrade the quality of the
environmental or otherwise substantially adversely affect fish and wildlife habitats or threaten
to eliminatea plant or animal community.

(b) Cunulative Impacts Cumulativeimpacts related to development accommodated by the
]3C[+ ' v E 0o Wov AE (}uv 3} 0 ** SZ v ¢]PvVv](] vS ]Jv §Z '\
potential significant cumulative impacts related to traffic, water supply, popatatand noise.
The proposed project would not contribute to the identified significant cumulative noise impact
as the identified street segments where increased noise levels are projected are outside of the
project area (Westside industrial area). The almtive population impact included growth
within the City and at the University of California Santa Cruz campus if the North Campus area
were annexed to the City. While the proposed project would contribute to cumulative
population growth, the populationesulting from theproposed project would be consistent
with regional growth forecasts anslould not be cumulatively considerable given the projected
cumulative growth.

The proposed project would contribute to significant cumulative impacts related tbdrafd

water supplyas identified in the General Plan EAR indicated in Sectiofl X }JA U §Z ]8CJ-

General Plan EIR considered development of 3,350 residential units throughout the City to the

year 2030 $OURCE.1bDEIR volume d Z ]S C [+ I Plartncludes a range of policies and

actions to reduce vehicular trips, and the City has also updated its Traffic Impact Fee Program,

which identifies improvements to citywide intersections. The projeciuld be subject to

payment of traffic impact feethat would u]SJP § $Z % E}i S[e }vSE] usS]}v §}
pHupo S]JA SE ((] Ju% 3eU v 3ZpueU 3Z % E}i §[+tlve@E u vs o

cumulatively considerabld=urthermore, since certification of the General Plan EIR, the State

CEQA ddelines requirement for analysis of traffic impacts changed from LOS to VMT (see

section V.17 above), and the project would not result in a transportation impact based on VMT.

The ]SCJ- } % 5 UWMR predictsadequate water supplies inormal and singlalry

years. However, projections for the year 2025 estimate a shortfall in the fifth year of a multi

C & E}uPzZ3 v }voC u]v]u o «Z}ES( oo UE]JVP 3Z] % E]} A]
proposed water augmentation strategieSQURCE Vv.2d Without augmented water supplies,
cumulative future water demand duringiulti-year dry periods is considered a potentially
significant cumudtive impact on water supplies.

As discussed in Sectiofii19(b), the City continues to administer itsater conservation
program, has completed a Conservation Master Plan, and is implementing a Water
Augmentation Plan. The Cityas defined water supply augmentation strategies that are being
studied in order to provideeliable production during drought shaagesbetween 2020 and
2035 to address potential drought shortag@$e plan includes the pursuit of the following
portfolio of options: continued and enhanced conservation programs; passive recharge of
regional aquifers; active recharge of regional agquifeand a potable supply using advanced
treated recycled wastewater or desalinated water (if recycled water did not meet City needs).
A water transfer pilot program is underway for the passive recharge straggyply volumes

for the other augmentation €ments have not yet been defined, and specific projects have not
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been selected or constructed, as these prospective sources are still under evalUtisnthe
long-term provision of augmented water supplies is under development, but uncertain.

The promsed project would result in a net increase in water demand of approxima@iMa@Y,

AZ]l Z 1+ v}s }ve] GE U S vS] o ]Jv & o S]}v S} sZ *S]u S (ns|
water service area of approximatey800MGY .The proposed projeatould besubject to City
requirements for installation of water conserving fixtures in accordance with City Municipal

Code and building requirements. Additionally, under drought conditions, progsicents, like

other City customers, would be requiréd curtail water use by varying amounts, depending

on the severity of the drought. The potential increase due to project water demand would not
substantially exacerbate water supply reliability during a drought or due to cumulative growth
because the amaut of additional demand when spread across all service area customers would

not result in any noticeable increase in the curtailment in customer use that would otherwise

be implemented during drought conditions. The project water demand represents leas tha
oneZuv E SZ }( }v % & vsS }( s§Z vvp o A § E uv X dzZ &
incremental contribution to a significant cumulative water supply impact would not be
cumulatively considerabl@.he project would be subject to City requirements for itlateon of

water conserving fixtures and landscaping in accordance with City Municipal Code and building
requirements.

The General Plan EIR did identify a potential significant impact related to increased student
enrollments in grades-K2, which could eseed existing school facility capacities depending on

the timing and rate of growth as the increase would not happen all at once. The EIR concluded

that with required payment of school impact fees to fund necessary facility expansion and/or
additions, in gvipv $]}v A]8Z §Z ]*SE] S[* %}5 vS§] o E u }( SZ (}
Elementary School if needed, the impact would be mitigated to atkesssignificant level. The

EIR also found that potential addition or expansion of school classroom faglitiesexpected

to result in significant physical impacts due to the location of existing facilities within developed
footprints. Theproposedproject and resulting increase in one new residence would not result

in impacts to schools that are at or appabang capacity as discussion in subsection 15(c)

above. Additionally, the new dwelling units would be subject to payment of school impact fees

Jlv. (( 8§ 8§ 8Z SJu }( Jeep Vv }( p]o JvP % Eu]SeX dzZ €& (}E& U
contribution would notbe considerable

(c) Substantial Adverse Effects on Human BeMggnvironmental effects have been identified
that would have direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings.
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ATTACHMENT A

KEY CHEMICRIONCENTRATIONS IN SOIL
REPRESENTING PBEMEDIATIONONDITIONS2035 PACIFICVENUE
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